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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Me. Justice Kexewrou has already commenced the hearing 
of witness actions. On Thursday last he had seversl placed in 
the daily list, but as there were still some rithber heavy 
adjourned summonses to be disposed of after thit day, it has 
been decided to get these out of the way before proceeding with 
witness actions continuously. 





Ovr ayticrration that the list of Chancery appeals would 
shortly be exhausted has been realized even sooner than was 
expected, seeing that, beyond the cases in Thursday's daily 
paper, there were only three more ap ready for h 4 

v the list of Queen’s Bench final appeals there is still a 
number waiting to be heard, and it is announced that after 
Wednesday next both divisions of the Oourt of Appeal will 
devote themselves to the hearing of these. 





In rue case of 2s Neale a Divisional Court (Witts and 
ewig JJ.), have ays Ste 2 yoieye ed the ne m 

efore the statutory committee of the Incorpora aw Society 
cherges of professional misconduct from which he has been 
exonerated. That there is jurisdiction to do this was decided b 
the Court of Appeal in Re ZL. (36 Sortcrrors’ Jovrnat, 296 
Under the practice previous to tho Solicitors Act, 1888, when an 
inquiry took place before a master, the costs were certainly in 
the discretion of the court, whatever the result of the inquiry 
might be, and the object of that Act in establishing the 
statutory committee was merely to change the machinery for 
holding the inquiry. The Act itself says as much in section 13 
when it provides that the report of the statutory committee shall 
have the same effect, and shall be treated by the court in the 
same manner, asa report of a master. Consequently, alth * 
upon the inquiry being held, the committee oxonerate 
solicitor, and, therefore, take no further boyond filing the 
report, the solicitor is entitled himself to b e case before 
the ecurt, and ask for his costs — the | at whose 
instigation the inquiry has been held. But, as Wiss, J., 
observed, it does not follow that his appli will be granted, 
simply because he has succeeded in refuting the charges m ; 
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against him. In other words, the case is not to be treated as 
though the accuser were in the position of a plaintiff bringing 
an action solely for his own benefit. If the solicitor has been 
guilty of such ambiguous conduct as to appear to justify the 
application, this might be a reason for refusing to give him 
cosis, is view of the matter appears to be reasonable. 
Clearly solicitors ought to be secured against the expense of 
unwarranted applications, but the case is different when their 
own mismanagement has furnished against them a primd facie 
case. In the present instance there appeared to be no ground 
for the charge, and costs were allowed to the solicitor accord- 


ingly. 





Ir woud be well if those who are responsible for the work 
of judges’ chambers would bring their minds to bear upon the 
details of the existing system for the purpose of discovering 
whether it could not be improved in the interests of the public. 
We do not wish to say anything harsh of the general methods 
of chamber practice. If it is rough and ready, it is, at least, 
rapid, and, with proper safeguards, rapidity is a great boon. 
But it has serious defects, some of which, at any rate, might be 
remedied without rules of court or any such ponderous tools. A 
mere Practice Master’s Rule would accomplish one reform which, 
in our opinion, is urgently needed. When the judge or master 
in ers makes an order he has the summons before him, 
and, having heard the parties, he proceeds to write thereon his 
direction defining the terms of the order to be drawn up. He 
then hands the summons so indorsed to the successful party, 
who is free to do exactly what he likes with it. The presump- 
tion, of course, is, that it will be to his interest to draw up the 
order, and this is, no doubt, true in the case of a simple order 
for judgment or any unconditional order solely in favour of one 
party or the other. But a large number of orders made in 
chambers are conditional, and in such cases the system of handing 
back to one of the parties the original summons with the master’s 
indorsement is a very bad system indeed. The order is very 
often handed to the wrong Lys To realize what this means, it 
is necessary to bear in mind that the summons indorsed by the 
judge or master forms the sole material from which any order 
can be drawn up. If the party most interested in causing 
delay gets possession of it, he can put the other side to consider- 
able expense, and cause considerable delay, by simply doing 
nothing. Let us take, for example, an application by defendant 
under section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888, that the 
action may be stayed or dismissed, or remitted to a county 
court unless the plaintiff give security for costs. The plain- 
tiff meets the application by offering to give the required 
security, and an order is made giving him a certain time to give 
security, and that on his failing to do so the action be remitted. 
Now, in such a case—which is a very common one—either 
party on obtaining possession of the original summons indorsed, 
may obstruct the other party. If the plaintiff has it, and 
knows that he cannot give the required security, he does not 
draw up the order, and the defendant cannot move. He can- 
not move the High Court to send the papers to the county 
court, because there is no order in existence. He cannot move 
in the county court because, although the action has been 
remitted, he has no means of proving the fact to the county 
court registrar. He is therefore launched on a troublesome 
course of procedure to —— the plaintiff to draw up the order 
or to give him the indorsed summons to enable him to do so, or 
to take the proper steps himself to have the action remitted. 
If, on the other hand, the indorsed summons is handed to the 

t, he commonly “forgets” to draw it up, and so to 
enable the plaintiff to give the required security, which he can 
only do on production of the order. In either case the oppor- 
tunity to cause delay and expense is placed in the hands of the 
party to whom the indorsed summons is handed—and the 
opportunity is frequently made the most of. This is only one 
instance out of many we could mention of the absurdity of the 
yg system of handing the indorsed summons to the parties. 

in lieu of this plan it became the practice in chambers for the 
j or master to retain the indorsed summons whenever he 
a conditional order, and to hand it on to the order depart- 


ment, then either party could go to that department and draw 
up the order. 


Way sHovutp a subpena be in force only for the sittings for 
which it is issued? There is a rule made by the Practice 
Masters to that effect, and we do not for a moment question the 
validity of that rule. It merely embodies the old practice of 
the court as laid down in Barber v. Wood (2 M. & Rob. 172), and 
Sydenham v. Bond (3 Doug. 429). And, moreover, the statutory 
forms of subpena clearly limit the scope of the writ to a particular 
sittings or assize (R. 8. O., App. J., Forms 1to7). But why 
this should be so we fail to see. The practice was created by 
Barber v. Wood (ubi supra). In that case a plaintiff had issued a 
subpena for the attendance of a witness at the trial. The case 
went over from one term to the next, and the plaintiff altered 
the date, shewing when the witness was required to attend, and 
served the writ with the date altered without having obtained 
any official sanction for the alteration. It was stated that in 
doing this he merely followed the ordinary practice, but the 
judge held that it was an cSpenesnne eee and ought not 
to to allowed. In Sydenham v. B (ubi supra) the case 
became a remanet from one sittings to the next, and the plaintiff 
did not issue a fresh subpena, but served the witness with a fresh 
notice to attend. The court held thatthe notice did not bind the 
witness. These two cases entirely support the Practice Masters’ 
Rule to which we have referred, and shew that the practice it 
defines has antiquity at any rate to back it, In these 
days, however, when we hear so much of the desire of the 
authorities to lessen the cost of litigation, we cannot but hope 
that the practice above referred to will be changed. It is 
not only needlessly expensive, not to say costly, but it operates 
unequally on litigants according to mere chance circumstances 
which they cannot control. Ord. 37, r. 34, provides that “the 
service of any subpena shall be of no validity if not made within 
twelve weeks after the ¢este of the writ,” and the joint effect, of 
that rule and of the practice with regard to the duration of 
subpenas places litigants whose case is low down on the list in 
any sittings in what appears to us a most unfair position. They 
are “‘ between the devil and the deepsea.” If they do not issue 
their subpenas directly they have reasonable ground for believing 
that their case will come on before the end of the sittings, they 
may lose their witnesses. If they do issue them they must 
serve them within twelve weeks and must name the sittings for 
which they are issued, and when the end of the sittings arrives 
and their case has to stand over, they lose their subpenas, and 
are bound to pay all the fees over again for fresh ones. 





Tuis wourp bE hard enough if it were the common lot of all 
litigants. But if every plaintiff or defendant had to subpena his 
witnesses anew every three months there would not be any ele- 
ment of injustice in the arrangement. The prescribed fee might 
be heavy, but it would operate equally all round. Under the 
present practice that is precisely what it does not do. It is a 
matter of pure chance whether a litigant has to pay ten shillings 
or five shillings for his right to subpena a witness. If his case 
is high up in the list, and comes on for hearing in the term in 
which it was expected to come on, he only issues one set of 
subpenas, and gets off for five shillings per group of three wit- 
nesses. If, on the other hand, his case is low down in the list, 
or if an epidemic of influenza breaks out on the bench, or the 
judges hold an abnormal number of meetings to discuss the 
reformation of procedure, or more than the usual number of 
judges are vedas to determine political controversies 
either at home or abroad, under Royal Commission, then the 
unlucky litigant sees his case pushed aside till another sittings, 
and has to subpena all his witnesses over again, which just 
doubles the fees the court exacts from him for obtaining evi- 
dence. In case any of our readers might — that our refer- 
ences to the influenza and the reformation of procedure, &c., are 
mere editorial pleasantries, we may say that both the one and 
the other were the direct cause of great increase of expense 
to many litigants whose cases were thereby thrown over from 
one sittings to another. In proof of the unfair operation of this 
court fee for subpenas under the present practice, we may men- 
tion one very heavy cage in particular, which was, we are 





informed, considered so important that a day was fixed for the 


| hearing, towards the close of last sittings. On one side only 


| the cost of subpanas amounted to over £20. Bysome misfortune, 
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THE 
which had nothing whatever to do with the parties, the judge’s 
presence was required elsewhere, the case had to be 
adjourned over the vacation. The es on both sides had to 
issue their subpenas, and serve their witnesses all over again. 
When we add the cost of service to the court fees, and consider 
that both were doubled solely for the convenience of the court, 
it does appear to us that this practice ought to be altered. The 
remedy is extremely simple. The rule requiring subpoenas 
served within three months after they are issued could be left 
as itis; but the form of subpena should, we think, be altered. 
Instead of calling upon the witness to attend on a given day 
“‘and so on from day to day during the continuance of the said 
sittings (or assize),” it should call upon the witness ‘to attend 
at such time and place as the bearer hereof shall by notice in 
writing appoint, and so on from day to day,” &. It might be 
necessary to make a rule to the effect that a notice to attend 
under a subpena should be effective only for the sittings or 
assize for which it is given, and that a subpena should not 
remain in force for more than twelve months from the teste 
thereof. 





Ir 18s REMARKABLE that the subject of “ founders’ shares” has 
apparently never come before the courts, as so many companies 
have in recent years been formed with such shares. In point of 
law they are nothing more than deferred shares rendered valuable 
by reason of their Ceine few in number, and by reason also of 
the fact that the dividend on the ordinary shares is limited to a 
fixed amount. In a recent work, however (Manson on the Law 
of- Trading Companies, p. 966), various objections are raised to 
founders’ shares. The chief is, that these shares are frequently 
o as a bonus to applicants for ordi shares—¢.g., one 

ounder’s share is given for, say, twenty ordinary shares sub- 
scribed for. The writer says that the bonus is at the expense of 
the ordinary shareholder, and adds that to give founders’ shares 
which are at a premium to promoters in repayment of the costa 
of forming and floating the company lends itself mast easily to 
abuse. The writer says: “The premium on the prs Bhs 
shares bears no rélation to the costs of promotion, and may be 
only a specious device for making a handsome present to the 
promoters, directors, and their friends. For directors to allot a 
£10 founders’ share at par at a time when the market value of 
the share is £1,000 may or may not bea breach of trust by 
the directors. To the founder-shareholder who has everything 
to gain and nothing to lose, except the trifling nominal value 
of his shares, it is no doubt highly agreeable, but to the 
ordinary shareholder it means that the £10 shareholder, without 
giving any adequate consideration, is to get one hundred times 
as much of the surplus as another £10 shareholder ; in other 
words, that the profits are appropriated or diverted to a wholl 
disproportionate and insignificant portion of the capital.” We 
confess we do not quite see why the device is to be stigmatized 
as ‘‘specious.” The object and aim of founders’ shares are 
plain to anybody who has the smallest experience in commercial 
matters. If it turns out that the holder of a founder’s share 
gets a far larger portion of profits than the holder of an 
ordinary share, all we can say is, that that was the bargain, and 
we do not see how the ordinary shareholder qan complain. But 
when the writer says that for directors to allot a £10 founder’s 
share at par at a time when the market value of the share is 
£1,000, ‘‘ may or may not be a breach of trust by the directors,” 
we are constrained to reply that directors who issue or allot 
shares which really belong to the ey at par, when the 
shares are in fact at a premium, are, if the only consideration is 
the aoe of the nominal amount of the share, making a pre- 
sent of the company’s property to someone without any considera- 
tion, and are guilty of what seems to us a very serious breach of 
trust. The proper wy to reward promoters is, we conceive, to 
allot the shares before they have reached a premium, so that the 
promoter only has the chance of the capital value increasing and 
of the dividends being large. The great objections in our 
opinion, the difficulties these founders’ shares cause in the case 
of a reconstruction, and the effect they have of diminishing the 


market value of the ordinary shares of the company. The/| p 


London Stock Exchange 


judgment, it that founders’ shares may be created with 
srily to thames so far as any liability is concerned. 
Whether, as a matter of policy, it is advisable to create 

founders’ shares is another question. ; a 





Mr. Justice Srretine had before him, on the 25th and 26th 


to be | ult., a case of Main v. Canning, in which several points of interest 
surround- 


occurred, though they were so involved in immaterial 
ings that aoay wee eve nS ee 

rters. It appeared that a marriage settlement was made 
pig ae nd interest under the will of a testator whose 
included a m upon in Brazil repayable by in- 
stalments. In due course Se ee, 
several mixed sums of capital and income became payable 
the trustees of the settlement. One of the trustees requested 
that a joint banking account should be opened in the namés of 


the trustees, but the other objected on the ground that any bank 
would make a for keeping the account, inasmuch as all 
capital sums would be forthwith invested and all income would 


be paid at once to the tenant for life. Mr. Justice Srraumve held 
that a banking account should in such a case be opened, 
although any bank would probably make a small charge for 
keeping it, and he abstained from saying beforehand how, as 
between capital and income, such charge should be borne, It 
with he Tetbece, bel undertaken the duty of appertoaiiae 
with the matters, e du apporti 
tain sums into capital and income, and had given the 
trustee the result of his calculations, but not the details of 
After a considerable interval, the other trustee applied, 
a solicitor, for the details, and received an answer to the effect 
that if he called he should see all the papers. )licito 
replied that if the details of the calculations were first sent he 
would call afterwards if he wished for any further information 
or explanation, but he declined to call without first 

details in writing. Mr. Justice Srirtinc held that the 
mentioned course was proper, and fixed the active trustee with a 
substantial amount of costs as the result of his not furnishing 
‘the details. It was, in fact, the neglect of the active trustee to 
furnish the details which led to the action, and, on in 
his apportionment was found to be erroneous to th 
some £200. But the judge considered that he had acted in 
faith, and that the account was a complicated one, w 
not have been satisfactorily settled without the assistance of 
court; and, on these grounds, he allowed out cf the estate 
costs as would have been incurred if the account had been 
by the court upon a friendly summons, ; 


lit 
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In tHe case of Thatcher v. Great Western Railway Co. 
Court of Appeal (Lord Esnzr, M.R., Lopzs and Kay, L.JJ.) 
have adopted the view taken by the Divisional Court in Watkins 
v. Great Western Railway = L. J. Q. B. 817) as to thé d 
of railway cempanies tow persons who go to see 
friends off by train. svi ie 5 oe that such a 

n enters the station for his own purposes only, and 
althou h Gils is cowed Sy See eee is to be 
licensee. beg a ng take all the 
ordinary risks attendant on upon premises, 
upon this view he could recover only in respect of risks 
were known to the company but which were not 
him (Bolch v. Smith, 7 H. & N. 736). On the 
is to be regarded as entering the 
the company, the company w be 
care to preserve him from injury (Jndermaur 
O. P. 311). It is difficult, perhaps, to 
any business in which the com 
Watkins v Great Western Railway Co. : 
better position than a mere licensee, and required 
y as much care towards 

e injury had — from 
had not percei , placed on a 

ractice,” said Denman, J., “ 





rr oc oe ge Pa ies which 


have founders’ shares are ed with an asterisk in the official 


daily list, If directors only act with common prudence and 


allowed by the com s servants to see 
trains, and to cross the without asking 
the duty of the company 
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towards them than towards those whom they accompany for 
such not unreasonable purpose.” So in the present case, where 
the injury was caused to the plaintiff by his standing close to the 
train as it moved off, and being struck by the door of the guard’s 
van, Lord Esuer said that, so far as regarded the taking of 
means for providing for personal safety, it was impossible to 
measure the difference between the duty of the company to the 
one class of persons and their duty to the other. Possibly there 
may be reasons for thus confounding the positions of a bare 
licensee and a person engaged in business common to himself 
and the company, but in such a case as the present it would 
seem to be sufficient for the company to look after the safety of 


their passengers, and not to insure a person who places himself 
in a needlessly dangerous position against the consequences of 
his folly. 





A ratuer cynical correspondent who signs himself ‘‘ A Junior 
Official ” writes to us to object to the erection of lifts at the Law 
Courts. According to his view there appears to have been some 
deep-laid design in the masterly inactivity of the authorities on 
this point. “I am much surprised,” he says, “ that ‘ An Official’ 

support in your columns the proposal to build a passenger 
lift to the upper floors of the legal offices. But he, of course, is 
@ selfish senior advanced in years and at the top of his official 
tree, or, if not, he works on the ground floor and does not 
realize that the absence of a lift has, for the officials who work 
aloft, all the beneficial effect of a well-devised superannuation 
ome. To build a lift would add years to the working life of 
the older men. What, then, would become of the interests of the 
janiors? To climb the steep ascent to those high altitudes not 
A ge men’s lives, but sometimes kills them outright 
ially). It is most conscling to a junior, anxious to see his 
merits rewarded by well-deserved promotion, to note as he 
returns from lunch his panting seniors toiling up those delight- 
fully oxhaustiog stairs, or sinking exhausted on the solitary 
bench ided half-way to the summit by a tender-hearted 
Office of Works. Pray, sir, do not agitate for the removal of 
this self-acting superannuator. Think what a boon it is to an 
official, when his morning Zimes or afternoon nap (please be 
particular to print it with a small ‘n’) is rudely disturbed by 
some eager solicitor’s clerk, to be able to say, ‘Go and get that 
room No. 1,’ and then to add with a bewitching suiile, 
‘four floors below.’ In many cases the clerk gives it up in 
despair when he thinks of having to toil all the way up to the 
fourth floor again, and the poor overworked official is left in peace 
for the afternoon. Jiuta lift! Why, life would be unbearable, 
the clerk would be back again in a jiffy, and without any of his 
e erness taken out of him—there would be no 

peace at all. No, sir, I say leave (the) well alone.” 








THOUGHTS ON REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 
* Posszssion is nine points of the law.” This trite maxim 
contains a most important truth. It embodies the fundamental 
rule, not only of law but also of morality, that, where a man is 
im possession of property, no person can take it from him by 
of law without having the right to possess it. This rule 
Souedines stated as follows: ‘‘ No person can recover property 
except by the strength of his own title.” It follows that, if A. 
is in ion of property claimed by B., it is not, generally 
speaking, neces for A. to shew that he is the owner of it, or 
his ion is rightful; he may even successfully defend 
aa action by B. by shewing that a third person has the right to 

it. 

Some of our readers may, perhaps, wonder why we speak of 
the right to possess instead of the right of ownership. The 
auswer is, that, generally speaking, where a man brings an 


action to recover land in the possession of a wrongdoer, all that | 


he obtains by a judgment in his favour, followed by execution, 
is the possession of the land: the judgment does not shew that 
he is the true owner of the land. It is still open to a third 
person to shew that he has the right to possess the land. 

The in possession of land is primd facie owner in fee 
simple. But we know that this is not always the case; he may 


be tenant in tail or for life, or may hold it for a term of years 





only. Again, the land may be subject to incumbrances. It fol- 
lows that a purchaser cannot safely take a conveyance from the 
person in possession ; evidence must be adduced to shew what 
estate he holds, and whether that estate is subject to incum- 
brances ; or, in other words, he must investigate the title. If 
the abstract, when verified by the necessary evidence, shews 
that the person in possession has a right to possess the interest 
in the land that he has contracted to sell, the title is good and 
the purchase may be completed. But if the title, as shewn by 
the abstract, does not shew that the person in possession has 
the right to possess this interest, the title is bad. Conversely, 
if, as often happens, we begin by investigating the title, and 
afterwards inquire who is in possession, and we find that the 
person who appears by the absiract to be the owner of the 
interest that he has contracted to sell is not in possession, and 
is unable to confer possession on the purchaser on completion, 
we must reject the title. 

It cannot be stated too strongly that the perusal of the 
abstract alone cannot shew that a vendor has the right to the 
land, all that it can shew is that he has such a right subject to 
the rights of the persons in actual possession. These persons 
may be (1) the vendor himself; (2) persons whom he can bind 
by his conveyance, as in the case of a sale by a trustee where 
the cestut que trust is in possession ; (3) persons whom he cannot 
bind by his conveyance. This latter class of persons requires 
some consideration. It sometimes happens, where part of the 
property has been already sold, that (owing to a blunder in con- 
veyancing) the part sold is purported to be dealt with in convey- 
ances through which the person who has sold it claims. In this 
case it will be found that the abstract shews that he has a right 
to the land, while it is in the possession of astranger. The same 
thing may occur where a stranger has acquired title by meansof 
the statutes of limitation. It may also happen that the land is 
subject to valid leases for years. In all these cases the rights 
of the person in possession are not affected by a conveyanee 
made by the person who, according to the abstract, has a right 
to the land. Accordingly, if a careless purchaser makes no 
inquiry on the land itself as to the persons in possession, he 
may find that he does not get the interest in the land that he 
has contracted for. If this should be the case, it generally 
happens that the purchaser can obtain damages from the vendor 
by an action on the covenants for title. This appears to meet 
the justice of the case; the rights of persons lawfully in posses- 
sion are not affected, and though the purchaser, owing to his 
own wilful carelessness in not making proper inquiries, does not 
get what he bargained for, still he obtains a pecuniary recom- 
pense, and the vendor, who has sold that which does not belong 
to him, has to refund the whole or part of the purchase-money. 

Now let us consider the effect of a purchase from an owner 
whose title is registered under the Land Transfer Act, 1875. 
It need hardly be pointed out that no register can inform an 
intending purchaser who is in possession of the land, that is a 
fact which can only be ascertained by inquiry on the spot. The 
Act contains no provisions protecting the rights of persons in 

ssion, except when they hold under leases or tenancies 
not exceeding twenty-one years, or where they are guarded by 
cautions or inhibitions, and, in cases where the proprietor is 
registered with a possessory title, where their estates were 
subsisting or capable of arising at the time of registration. 
And it expressly declares that no title shall be acquired under 
the statutes of limitation, with a saving of the rights of the 
person in possession at the time of registration with a posses- 
sory title only. 

The result appears to be that on a transfer on sale made by 
an owner registered with indefeasible title the purchaser ac- 
quires the right to possess the land as against all persons whose 
rights are not registered, except tenants for twenty-one years or 
less. But it must be remembered that a right to possess the 
land is very different from actually obtaining possession ; and 
if the person in possession declines to go, it simply means the 
right to bring an action. Bearing in mind that a registered 
transfer does not imply any covenants for title, it will be seen 
that if a person in possession of the land declines to give up 
possession to the purchaser, the latter is in a far worse position 
than he is when his conveyance is made by a deed in the 
ordinary form; in both cases he cannot obtain possession 
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without an action; where the title is registered he must succeed 
in his action, but he has no remedy against his vendor for the 
trouble and expense that he incurs; if the title is not — 
tered, it is by no means certain that he will succeed in his 
action, but whether he succeeds or not, he can recover dam 
from his vendor. In other words, a careless purchaser w 
does not inquire who is in possession of the land is in a worse 
position if he purchases from a registered proprietor than if he 
purchases from a person whose title is not registered 

We have now to consider the position of a person who is in 
possession, If the proprietor is not registered, he is absolutely 
safe ; if the proprietor is registered he is liable to be turned out 
notwithstanding that he may have been in possession for many 
years and that he may have spent much money in improving 
the property. This appears to be a revolting piece of injustice, 
The Act of 1875 appears to have been framed on a most vicious 
principle. Under the existing system, the rights of the person 
in possession are paramount to those of the person who shews a 
paper title, while under the Act the rights of the person in 
possession are swept away. 

Bearing in mind the vast number of small transactions that, 
even at the present day, are carried out by means of change 
of possession only without the intervention of lawyers, we 
cannot help thinking that if the Act comes generally into use a 
vast amount of injustice will be done to small owners. Large 
owners, who can afford to pay for legal advice, will take care of 
themselves, but we feel very strongly that the Act is one of the 
many cases where one law is made for the rich and one for the 
poor to the advantage of the former. 














THE SAVERNAKE SALE. 


As in the prophecies of Ezekiel or the story of Phra the 
Phosnician, we have a vision of the dry bones of a ‘dead 
hand” coming together, clothing themselves in sinews and flesh, 
and shewing a certain vitality. It remains to be seen whether 
there is any breath in them. 

When the Court of Appeal, in December, 1891, overruled 
Sriatixe, J., and gave its sanction to the sale of the Savernake 
Estate by the Marquis of Arressury to Lord Iveacu, Lord 
Justice Bowen expressed the leading motive of the judgment in 
the following words: ‘“‘It may be, if we refuse our consent to 
this sale, that for fifty years, for anything we know, these estates 
will be in the dead hand of an impoverished tenant for life or of 
money-lenders and strangers to the estate; and I cannot myself 
but feel that it would be taking a narrow view of the Settled 
Land Act if we were to exclude from the consideration of the 
court the position and welfare of the tenants who farm, and the 
labourers who till, the soil.” 

Now, after two years of litigation, the contract has been 
rescinded owing partly to conveyancing difficulties, and the 
dead hand, whose grasp been relaxed, begins to 
close again upon the estates, and the prospective advantages 
vanish from the sight of tenants and cottagers. The net result 
of this protracted negotiation has been, first, to impose a 
further charge upon the corpus of the estates to provide for the 
costs of the litigation ; and, secondly, to add to the Law R-ports 
a series of highly interesting decisions which now have no par- 
ticle of application to the case of the litigants or to the property 
the subject of controversy. It may be well, before parting 
with the litigation, to reconsider some of these shortly. 

The Settled Land Act, 1882, was in itself a sufficient shock 
to the old school of conveyancers, especially to those who repre- 
sented trustees with wide powers of sale, leasing, and 
management. But the decisions in the Savernake proceedings 
have thrown into their midst at least two bombs for which they 
were still unprepared, and which appeared to them almost as 
anarchical as dynamite. 

The first was the decision of the Court of Appeal, supported 
by the House of Lords, that the court, when asked to sanction 
the sale of a mansion-house with an estate as a going concern, 
not only might but was bound to take into consideration the 
interests of the tenants and cottagers, ‘the persons from whose 
industrial occupation the rents and profits are derived,” and 
this ‘‘ notwithstanding any opposition by those who might be 
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next in remainder,” Astonishment could been 
greater if the courts had decided that the learned judges should 
have a ‘‘ view” of the cattle, sheep, and pigs on the estate, and 
decide according to their condition. Strenuous opposition was 
offered in the argument before the H of Lords, 
Settled 
batt 
as 


founded 
upon precedents of Private Estate Acts and the 
Estates Acts, 1856 to 1877, and the universal custom of 
ancers to treat agricultural tenants and such ge a 
quantité negligeable, when compared with a seventh tenant for 
life in remainder, or an unborn tenant in tail. But the argu- 
ment received neither su nor even sympathy from any one 
of the seven judges who constituted the appellate tribunal on 
that occasion. It was Lord Macnacnren, the representative of 
equity experience, who formulated the epi tic sentence 
by which the judgment of all bids fair to be remembered: “In 
the Settled Land Act the paramount object of the Legislature 
was the well-being of settled land.” But the House was 
unanimous—Lord Hatssury and Lord Herscuet represent 
the Oommon Law courts, Lord Warson the Scotch courts, 
Morris the Irish co Lord Haxnxen the Common Law 
and Ecclesiastical courts, and Lord Hoxsnovss Equity, Indian, 
and Privy Council experience. However surprising and dis- 
tasteful such a decision may be to some of our conveyancing 
readers, it is well at any rate that, if it be the law, it should be 
clearly and finally settled by the highest court of appeal. 

The same cannot be said of the other anarchical bomb to which 
we have referred—namely, Mr. Justice Srrrtino’s decision in 
what is known as the “com settlement” case. For the 
guidance of conveyancers in the future in dealing with this 
it must not be f that it is a decision of a judge of 
instance only; that it was, and still is, hotly canvassed by con- 
veyancers ; that none of the parties to it had any interest is 
appealing, and that afterwards it was, by the consent of all 
them, tacitly set aside and never acted Pn the death of a 
jointress having pre the way for a different mode of carry- 
ing out the sale, which was sanctioned by a subsequent order of 
the same judge. 

It will be remembered that the Settled Land Act (section 20) 
gives the tenant for life power to convey land “ discharged 
all the limitations, powers, and provisions of the settlement, and 
from all estates, interests, and charges subsisting or to arise 
thereunder, but subject and with the exception of (1) all ’ 
interests, and charges havi iority to the settlement.” 
the “settlement” is @ section 2 (1)) as “any deed, &e., 
or other instrument, or any number of instruments, whether 
made before or after, or partly before po © ment after, the 
passing of the Act, under or by virtue of w instrument or 
instruments apy land stands for the time being limited to, or in 
trust for, any s by way of su >; and 
determination of the question whether land is settled land or not 
is governed by the state of facts at the time of the settlement 
taking effect.” 

The marquis was tenant for life under a settlement of 1885, 
by which the first life interest was reserved to his grandfather 
as under a former settlement of 1863, under which there was 
also an existing jointure rent-charge and other jointure rent- 
charges created under settlements of 1796 and 1826. 
grandfather had since died, but the jointresses were alive. 
was held by Srrativa, J., that the “settlement” under 
the marquis was tenant for life was a settlement com 
the four settlements of 1796, 1826, 1863, and 1885; that 
estates of the jointresses were “estates, interests, or 
subsisting or to arise thereunder,” and not “ havi 
to the settlement”; that the 
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when one of the jointresses died and enabled the sale to be 
completed without recourse to the ‘compound settlement” 
theory, which was dropped by the consent of the purchaser, and 
an order taken to carry out the sale under the 1885 settlement 
only, treating the remaining jointresses as having “ estates, 
interests, or charges in priority to the settlement,” and autho- 
rizing the payment of money into court under the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, to meet those charges. 
Still the judgment stands as a reported decision (1893, 
2 Ch. 345) and raises some strange questions. If the mere 
existence of a jointure rent-charge under an old settlement is 
sufficient to e that deed a part of the existing settlement as 
involving a limitation by way of succession, the trustees of a 
later settlement would appear never to be proper trustees of 
* the settlement” for the p es of the Act, and they or other 
persons ought to be appointed by the court before a purchaser 
can get a good discharge. Again, it was argued that in that 
case the jointress would be either the tenant for life or part of a 
joint tenant for life, and would have to concur in the exercise of 
the powers. This was overruled on the ground that she was 
not entitled to the receipt of the rents ; but the judge carefully 
guarded himself from deciding what might be the effect if the 
owner of a jointure in arrear had entered into receipt of the 
rents to enforce her charge. Thus, there arises the nightmare 
of a potential tenant for life in the background who may inter- 
vene and oust, or share the powers of, the actual tenant for life. 
The policy of the Act would, no doubt, favour a power in the 
tenant for life to transfer to the purchase-money all family 
charges, whether under or prior to the actual settlement under 
which he holds. But the power should be conferred, if desired, 
by an amendment of the Act, and not by a new theory of succes- 
sion which renders the position of both tenant for life and 
trustees, as well as purchasers from them, most precarious. 
But whatever view may be taken of the decision, there was at 
least no lack of boldness in it, in its attempt to carry out the 
olicy of the Act, nor in the procedure adopted. The judge 
se the summons to be intituled not only in the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act but also in the Settled Land Act, and having 
all the ies interested, vendor and purchaser and jointresses, 
before him, made an order which would bind all. 
Another ise, therefore, awaits us in the next stage of the 
e-. _ This arose out of a charge on the life estate vested 
the marchioness, who at a late moment refused to concur in 
the conveyances. Upon this a summons was taken out, intituled 
in the Settled Land Act and in the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
to which the vendor and purchaser and the marchioness were 
_— The application was made under section 31 (3) of the 
Land Act and under the Vendor and Purchaser Act to 
decide (a) whether under the Settled Act, 1890, s. 2, the consent 
the marchioness was necessary, and (4), if so, whether she 
had not in fact consented. But a cold wave of caution had suc- 
ceeded to the hot wave of boldness on the bench. For the same 


before going into the merits. Then, on going into the merits, he 
held that both points were doubtful, hare her absence could 
not be decided so as to bind the purchaser, who was conse- 
quently entitled to rescind ; and nothing being settled with the 
marchioness, he did rescind. The policy of the Act, the interests 


of the tenants and and their industrial occupation, and 
the well-being of the settled land, were in effect sacrificed to « 
purely technical t of chancery ure surviving (not- 

Acts and Vendor and Purchaser Act 


; ; Acts) from the old action of specific perform- 
ance, in which no other parties could be heard but the vendor 
and purchaser. Such is the humiliating end of a difficult and 
protracted , the result of which was awaited with 
anxiety by a whole countryside, whose industrial future depended 
t a large extent upon it. 

It is, of course, too early yet to write, or even to know, the 
secret history of the whole transaction. By what means the 
marquis was ly induced to enter into the contract; by 
what the members of the family struggled against 
ricnadtion; what Intend tho maschdounts ot tite cite 
put down her foot and refuse her concurrence; and by what 
means the marquis himself was at last prevailed on to accept 





almost suddenly the rescission of the contract, after having 
appealed against the power to rescind—alH these things ma 
haps, some day be known; and probably, if known, wo 
son a romance not unworthy of a skilled hand. Novelists will 
be on the gui vive ; law reformers and land reformers will reflect 
with some humiliation on the trifles which make their best-laid 
schemes “‘ gang aft a-gley”’; and the industrial occupiers wi 
we fear, sigh in vain for the material paradise which app 
to be within their grasp, and be forced to resign themselves, 
with what grace they can, to the cold embrace of the ‘dead 
hand.” 





CONCERNING THE PARIS LAW COURTS. 


AN extremely interesting and diverting book has just appeared con- 
taining a more complete and vivid account of the organization, pro- 
cedure, and daily work at the Paris Law Courts than we have met with 
before.* The French work from which it is translated was written by 
members of the ‘“‘ Association de la Presse Judiciare,” a body of jour- 
nalists attached to the Paris Law Courts, each chapter being the work 
of one or more of this body presumably specially familiar with the 
court he describes. The result, as may be imagined, in the hands of 
men accustomed to furnish the enlivening law reports which ap 

in the Paris journals, is very amusing; but there is also no little 
information in the book. Whether one can accept all the statements 
as sober fact is perhaps a little doubtful. 

The editor prefixes a very clear account of the French judicial 
system, from which we learn some rather startling facts. One is the 
lowness of French judicial salaries. The President of the Court of 
Cassation, the h of the judges, receives £1,200 a year, while 
the remuneration of the other members of the court varies from 
£1,000 to £720. The salaries of the members of the Court of Appeal 
at Paris vary from £1,000 a year in the case of the first president to 
£440 a year; and judges of first instance in the provinces receive 
from £400 a year to £96 a year. 

The first chapter gives an account of ‘‘a modern law suit,” and the 
aphorism with which it is headed, ‘‘ Justice is merely the observance 
of forms,” appears to afford an apt guide to its contents. A modern 
brief, says the writer, still bears too close a resemblance to the 
lawyer’s bag spoken of by RABELAIS, which was swelled every da 
by a new document, and took to itself beak, paunch, legs, arms, an 
talons, while, in the meantime, the poor suitor’s purse grew gradually 
leaner. All papers in the action are exchanged between the two 
solicitors in the shape of documents stamped and registered, and 
through the cy of an officer of the court. The pleadings ‘‘ have 
to be engro! on a number of folios proportional to the importance 
of the suit. A law book will furnish the subject-matter; but the 
elerk might quite safely introduce newspaper articles or comic litera- 
ture. Nobody reads this trash, the sole purpose of which is to 
increase the income of the court officials. The above is provided for 
and legalized in the authorized scale of charges.” ain, delay is a 
leading feature of French litigation. ‘‘There is y @ law suit in 
Paris, even among those classed as summary proceedings, which does 
not last a year. To fix precisely the interval which separates the 
issue of the writ from the pape it would be necessary to take 
into account many factors; the nature of the suit, the court to which 
it is assigned (for justice is not equally halting in all), the diligence 
of the solici itors in bringing the case on for trial, the readiness of the 
counsel to argue it. But I know of few which have not lasted for 
two or three years. In the first chamber of the tribunal one must no 
longer count by years but by lustres.” As regards costs, they are 
stated to bear no relation to the importance of the matters in 
dispute, and are Ceppepestionstty heavy in actions of lesser importance. 
There is a registration fee on all documents of procedure and an ad 
valorem duty on the amount recovered, the rate of which varies 
according as the action is one of debt or damages—} per cent. on the 
former and 2 per cent. on the latter. 

The rest of the book is devoted practically to life at the various 
courts, with chapters on the prisons, the Anthropometric Department, 
and the detective police. Here is part of a sketch of the process of 
‘‘ calling the cause list” at the opening of one of the courts : 

“* Durand vy. Pichard. 

A Deep Voice.—I appear for M. Durand, but I don’t see my 
opponent. I cannot go on in his absence. 

he President (in his judicial tone).—We will hear you all the 


same ; po will be heard next week. 

The Deep Voiee.—But, Mr. President, I shall have to state my case 
all over again next week. 

The President (softening).—I will see if there are other cases enough 
to occupy the sitting. Usher, go on calling the paper. 

Labat v. Her we alll 


* ‘The Paris Law Courts: Sketches of Men and Manners. Translzted from the French by 
Geeaup P. Moniasry, B.A. Beeley & Co. (Limited), 
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Counsel (with a bald head, smiling).—Mr. President, my learned 
friend writes to say that he is married to-day. 

The President (in a rage).—If everybody was getting married it 
would be im ible to try a single case; the court would have to rise 
at one vaio. This must remain on the It was set down for 
hearing three years ago. Your learned friend has not been on the 
point of getting married all that time. 

The advocate makes a frightful grimace and a gesture of despair ; 
in reality he is delighted at the prospect of arguing without his 
learned friend. 

Boulanger v. Dupont. 

A Whining Voice.—Mr. President, my client is very ill. I have 
been unable to see him, and was told he was dying. 

The President (calming down).—Dying! You better lose no 
time in getting on with the case, so as to avoid the risk of having to 
revive p ‘ 

Barreau v. Lachaize. 

A Loud, Coarse Voice.—The case is not ready. 

The President (with his eyes starting out of his head).—So much 
the worse. 

Chicot v. Mouton. 

Two Voices together.—In course of being settled. 

The President (wounded).—Oh ! 

DL’ Abbé vy. L’ Kglise. 

Two Other Voices (equally together).-We wait the pleasure of the 
court. 

The President.—Will the case take long ? 

The Two Voices.—Oh ! the whole sitting, Mr. President. 

The President (brightening up).—All the other cases will stand over 
until this day week, unless the parties interested apply for special 
days to be fixed.” 


The manners of the Paris judges do not appear in general to differ 
very greatly from those of certain similar personages elsewhere, 
Some of them sleep or write letters while they are supposed to be 
attending to the cases before them; some of them incessantly inter- 
rupt counsel; some are bearish, and others, no doubt, are courteous, 
patient, and attentive, though we do not find much about these in 
the present book. There appears, however, to be one judicial habit 
recorded which we think has hitherto no parallel in this country. 
“ When the judge wants to talk to his neighbour, a susceptible 
counsel stops short, and the judge blushes, unless he follows the 
example of a certain president, who, every time counsel came to an 
abrupt pause in order to reduce him to silence, used to mutter, ‘The 
case is finished.’ He then trotted out of court with his colleagues, 
or delivered an oral judgment on the spot.” 

There are diverting sections of the book devoted to ‘‘ proceedings 
in judge’s chambers ” and “taking property for public Pag ese ae 
but one of the most complete chapters is that relating to the Court of 
Appeal and its leading counsel. The first president of the court, M. 
P£RIVIER, is apparently a model president, always alert, with a con- 
stant attitude - pe good humour—checked now and then by an 
access of dignity—a quick intelligence, and indefatigable powers of 
work. From his portrait, which is given, it would appear that he 
possesses in a large measure that peculiar plainness of aspect which 
seems nowadays to be an essential qualification fora ju of the 
Court of Ap The present bdtonnier of the bar, Maitre Du 
Burt, is described as ‘‘a tall, spare man, very stiff, with the pale, 
drawn face of a doctrinaire. He has a domineering tone, and brings 
a moral pressure to bear on any judge who seems disinclined to agree 
with him. Modest, in spite ye his haughty exterior, he has been 
able to win the esteem of his brethren without flattering them.” 

Space does not permit us to refer to the interesting and amusing 
chapters on the criminal courts. There is, however, one incident 
recorded which is too good to be omitted. The judges are ac- 
customed to shew indulgence to prisoners with no previous convictions 
against them and to ask them whether there are any. ‘‘ A man once 
turned up who did not know what this meant. 

The President.—Have you any antecedents P 

The Prisoner.—No, sir, I have only a sister.” 

We must not omit to notice the numerous illustrations—many of 
them by RENovARD—which are admirably executed. We may call 
—— attention to a wonderfully lifelike portrait, at 158, of Mr, 

ENNINGTON, the late president of the Incorpora‘ w Society, 
which is labelled ‘‘ Maitre RotteT” (not RotuT). He is appar- 
rently rendering a somewhat difficult passage in a song at a social 
gathering. 


It is stated that Mr. Hopkinson, Q.0., has taken his seat in Mr. Justice 
Romer’s court, and will in future practise as one of the leaders there. 


The judicial business of the House of Lords will be resumed on Thurs- 
day, the 9th inst., when the cases of Bilin (Pauper) v. Austin and Palmer v. 
Wick and Pulteneytown Steam Shipping Co, (Limited) will be in the paper 
for hearing. The —— list pe 
which ten are Englis 


the names of seventeen cases, of 
h, two are [rish, and five are Scotch appeals, 





A READING OF THE NEW STATUTES, 
FRIENDLY Socretres Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 30), 
This Act is intended to protect section 22 of the Friendly Societi. 
Act, 1875 ie & 39 Vict. = 0), — the effect of the Isbitration 


Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 49). section 22 any dispute between 
a member of a friendly society and the society or one of its officers is 
to be decided in manner directed by the rules of the society, and the 
decision so made is binding and conclusive on all parties without 
re a gy hy pupa poy court of law or restrainable by 
injunction. nS 5 eters parties to a dispute may, b: 

consent, unless the rules of the rege Bm! ‘or. olen aah 
dispute to the chief registrar, who s' with the consent of the 
Treasury, by himself or any other » hear and determine it. 


Where the rules of the society direct disputes shall be referred to 
justices, the dispute is to be determined by a court of sum juris- 
diction, or, by consent of the parties, by the county court. Th the 


us 
dispute may come before the court or a pee gr be left to 
the arbitrator or umpire appointed under the rules of the society, 
and it is further provided the court or registrar may, at 
request of either party, state a case for the opi <n eee 
Court on any question of law. But under 19 of the Arbi 
tion a yas an Pompe doe bitrator, or umpire may state acl 
case at any stage of the p ings under a reference, and is 

to do so, if directed by the court or a judge. It appears that this 
would enable the court or a ju to intervene, and compel a case to 
be stated in the reference of a dispute under the Friendly Societies 
Act, and thus it constitutes a serious infringement of the provisions of 
section 22 of that Act. The present Act accordingly provides that, 
notwithstanding anything contained in the Arbitration Act, 1889, or 
in any other Act, the court, the registrar, or any arbitrator or umpi 
to whom a friendly society dispute is referred shall not be com 

to state a special case, but the court or registrar may do so on the 
request of either party as provided by section 22, 





BARBED WIRE ACcrT, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c, 32). 


The object of this Act is to provide a sum method of 

the removal of barbed wire fencing, when this is used in a@ man- 
ner as to be a nuisance to a highway. Section 3 (1) provides that, 
where there is on any land adjoining a highway a fence made with 
barbed wire, or in or on which barbed wire has been placed, and the 
barbed wire is a nuisance to the highway, the local authority may 
serve notice on ry bape pet the land requiring him to abate the 
nuisance. [f, at the of the time stated in the notice (which is to 
be not less than one month nor more than six months from the date 
of the notice) the occupier has not complied with it, the local 
authority may obtain an order from a court of summary jurisdiction 
directing the occupier to abate the nuisance; and if this order is not 
obeyed within reasonable time, the local authority may themselves do 
what is necessary in execution of the order, and may recover in a 
summary manner the axpanens nema totstion © 0) Section 4 
rovides that where the local authority are the occupiers of the 
nd, proceedings may be taken by any yer within their dis- 
trict, who may do acts and thi ich a local authority are 
empowered to do. Thus the Act is not directed at the use of 
bar wire as such, but at its use in such a manner as to be a nui- 
sance to a highway. Fortunately, the Act provides, in section 2, a 
test for deciding when a nuisance exists. The ion “ nuisance 
to a highway,” as applied to barbed wire, means “‘ wire which 
may proba) be inyereas te pentane Sea A ree 











highway.” Hence, probably it may be said that there be a 
nuisance wherever the wire is on the face of a fence 
on the highway. ‘‘ Barbed wire” is also defined to mean “any wire 
with spikes or jagged projections.” 

REVIEWS. 


BYTHEWOOD AND TARMAN’S CONVEYANCING. 


SUPPLEMENT TO THE Fovurtn Eprrion (sy Leorotp GrorcE 
Gorpon Rossins) oF ByTHEWOOD AND JARMAN’s CoNVEYANC- 
tne. By the Eprror and ArtuuR TurRNouR MurraY, Barristers- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


In a volume containing nearly 500 pages the index) and 
bound peewee age penn fn od mr vere Somers 
wood and Jarman’s Conveyancing, Mr. Robbins 
have brought that work up to date. The publication of the seven 
volumes extended over tix. yetin, Ce Sans sae having been issued 
in 1884, and the last in 1 By Oe ie Te ee 
the labours of the Legislature and the judges had obviously 


; 





materials for numerous addenda to, at any rate, the earlier 
To all who possess the seven volumes of the fourth edition of Rythe- 
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wood and Jarman’s Conveyancing, this eighth and supplementary 
volume is.an absolute necessity ; and those who have not purchased 
the fourth edition have now an opportunity of buying a complete 
conveyancing work noted up to a very recent date. 

The volume under review is not, however, a mere heaping together 
of references, but for the most part a collection of concise statements 
of new, or newly expounded, law in the form which a careful author 
would adopt in turning an old edition into a new one. The state- 
ments, so far as we have examined them, with some very trifling 
exceptions, appear to be remarkably accurate. We may observe, 
however, with reference to page 345, that section 59 of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, is hardly a simple re-enactment of section 15 of the 
Revenue Act, 1889: the word ‘‘ whatsoever ” has been added to the 
earlier enactment after the words ‘‘ any equitable estate or interest in 
any property.” We believe the authorities at Somerset Honse con- 
sider that this alteration was really unnecessary, But that, whether 
that was the case or not, it clears away what they regard as a foolish 
doubt as to the meaning of the old section. 

The editors say that they have attempted to insert a reference to 
all material decisions which have been reported up to the Ist of July, 
1893, including cases which are not reported in the Law Reports, 
and this statement appears to be borne out; but we rather regret to 
see that their table of cases follows the old and now almost obsolete 
practice of simply giving the names of cases and the references to the 
pages of the text book. omitting the insertion after the name of each 
case, of a reference to a// the reports in which it is to be found. 





LAW OF HIGHWAYS. 


Pratr’s Law or Hicuways, Martn Roaps, AnD BrincEs, 1n Two 
Parts. I. Law oF HIGHWAYS, INDEPENDENT OF Statute. II. 
STATUTES RELATING TO Hicguways, MAIn Roaps, AND BRIDGEs. 
THIRTEENTH Epirion. By WittiAm W. Mackenziz, M.A., and 
JAMES WEIR, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


The first part of this work, as it is now arranged, contains a very 
clear and well-written statement of the law of highways apart from 
recent statutes. An initial difficulty is to determine under what class 
of rights to put highways. Sometimes a highway has been regarded 
as an easement, the ownership and possession of the soil remaining 
in the freeholder. But Lord Cairns, L.J., in Rangeley v. Midland 
Railway Co. (16 W. R. 547, L. R. 3 Ch. 310), objected that it differs 
from an easement in that it is not attached to any dominant 
tenement, and he preferred to place it in a class by itself as “a 
dedication to the public of the occupation of the surface of the land 
for the purpose of passing and repassing.” Although, however, the 
owner loses the occupation of the surface of the road, and this is 
transferred to the public, yet each member of the public can occupy 
only for the limited purpose of passing and repassing, and any other 
use of the surface, as Dovaston v. Payne (2 Sm. L. C. 157), The 
Queen v. Pratt (4 E. & B. 860), and the recent case of Harrison v. 
Duke of Rutland (41 W. R. 322; 1893, 1 Q. B. 142), shew, amounts to 
, and can be dealt with accordingly by the person who is in 
law the possessor of the surface. So, as the editors point out in a note 
on page 58, it has been held in America that a person is a trespasser 
who, instead of passing along, stops on the highway in front of the 
house of the owner of the soil, and uses towards him abusive 
and insulting language. The question has frequently arisen whether a 
eul de sac can be a highway. There is the objection that it does 
not lead — but such places are frequently open to the 
om and hardship of treating persons using them as trespassers 

inclined the courts to hold that a highway does not imply that 
there is a passage through to any place. The cases are neatly 
collected iS ty 7to10. *‘* It is a strong observation to a jury,” said 
, J., in Bateman v. Black (18 Q. B. 870), *‘ that the way 

leads nowhere,” but it is merely an observation; it does not shew 
that there is no highway: Rugby Charity Trustees v. Merryweather 
(11 East, 375n). Among other matters well treated by the editors in 
the first of the book are the doctrine of liability to repair high- 
ways ratione tenure, and the new aspect given to the law as to the 
isbility of a county for the repair of bridges by Reg. v. Southampton 
(35 W. RB. 10, 17 Q. B. D. 424). Formerly it was considered suffi- 
cient that the bridge had been dedicated to and used by the public 
and was of public utility. Now the question is, whether it has been 
po by the county, and the editors submit that the effect of the 
is, that public user and public utility are only important as 
evidence of adoption. The second part, which constitutes the bulk 
book, contains the various statutes relating to highways, main 
and bridges, all carefully and profusely annotated. The 
notes to section 23 of the Highways and Locomotives yee ee 
Act, 1878 (page 529), contain a very useful discussion of the cases on 
traffic. To these must now be added Hill v. Thomas, 

which we commented recently (37 Sorscrrons’ JounwaL, 818). 
In noticing this in the preface the editors refer to it as Hall v. Thomas. 
Sach a 4 is unimportant, save that it may canse readers incon- 
venience in finding the case when it comes to be reported. The 


a 





accessories of the book—table of cases, table of statutes, and index— 
appear to be all that could bo desired, and the printing and general 
arrangement are excellent. 





THE LAW OF COMPANIES, 


THe Companres Acts, 1862 to 1890. A Hanpy Book on THE 
ForMATION, MANAGEMENT, AND WinpInG Up oF Jormnr-Stoox 
Companies. By Wii1iaM JorDAN, Registration and Parlia-~ 
mentary Agent, and F. GorE-BrowNe, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, 
SIxTEENTH EpiTIon. Jordan & Sons. 


Toe Law oF TRADING AND OTHER COMPANIES FORMED OR REGIS- 
TERED UNDER THE ComPANTes ACT, 1862. By Epwarp MANsoN, 
Barrister-at-Law. SEconD EpiTion, REVISED. William Clowes 
& Sons (Limited). 

Company LAW: AN ABRIDGMENT OF THE LAW CONTAINED 1N THE 
STATUTES AND DEcIsIONs ALPHABETICALLY ARRANGED. By 
MonTAGUE Muir MACKENZIE, EDWARD ARUNDEL GEARE, and 
GAWAYNE BALDWIN Hamitron, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The first of these books contains a very clear and well-written 
statement of the various points, practical and legal, which require to 
be understood by persons engaged in the management of companies 
and their affairs. The rapidity with which successive editions have 
been disposed of is sufficient evidence of its popularity. In the more 
recent editions the chief legal decisions, with references, have been 
incorporated, and this has very greatly increased its utility. In its 
present form it is not only a guide for promoters, directors, and 
secretaries, but lawyers will find it a useful companion to the more 
technical works on company law. 

How formidable the technical aspect of the matter is becomi 
appears from the other two works mentioned above. A secon 
edition of Mr. Manson’s bulky volume has been very speedily issued. 
On the appearance of the first edition we took occasion to doubt 
whether his method really gave the reader more assistance than was to 
be found in the recognized text-books; but we are quite ready to 
admit that he has a good answer in the fact that a new edition is 
called for in less than two years, while a rival work, compiled on v: 
similar lines, is already in the field. Mr. Manson’s method is to state 
the results of the cases and to distribute the statutes, rules, and forms 
under appropriate alphabetical headings, and he has devoted to his 
task great ingenuity and industry. Undoubtedly he makes a strong 
case for attempting to bring order into the chaotic and over gree 
mass of company regulations. Asan instance of the present state o 
affairs he refers in the preface to a winding-up petition: ‘‘ The 
governing sections are to be found in the Companies Act, 1862 (sections 
79, 82); the form of petition is in the Winding-up Rules of December, 
1890 (rule 19), and in the forms thereto annexed (forms 11 and 12). 
The directions for attendance before the registrar, &c., were in the 
rules of February, 1891, but are now contained in the rules of May, 
1892 (rule 18). Tie rules relating to affidavits in opposition and reply 
are in the rules of April, 1893. The rules relating to service of the 
petition are in the rules of May, 1890 (rule 35), and the form 
of affidavit of service must be sought in the appendix of 
rules of the same date.” In Mr. m’s book all these 
matters, as well as the numerous cases, are collected and dul 
arranged under the head of ‘‘ Winding up by the Court,” sub-head, 
“ Application or Petition Generally.” The size of the volume is due to 
the fact that the sections, rules, and forms are set out at length, and 
the results of the cases are somewhat fully given, while there are very 
numerous cross references. ; 

In the book issued by Mr. Muir Mackenzie and his co-editors 
space has been saved by giving references only to statutes and rules, 
and by merely indicating shortly in bold type the results of the 
cases grouped under each heading. Considering that the practi- 
tioner can never rely entirely on digests of this kind, but must have 
before him the actual text of the statutes and rules in order to seé 
the connection of the various parts, and must refer for himself to the 
cases, this method seems to be preferable. But whichever book is 
preferred, each will be found an exceedingly useful guide to the law 
of companies. The newer one has been the actual work of Mr. Geare 
and Mr. Hamilton, and Mr. Mackenzie, so it is stated in the preface 
has only bestowed upon it a eral oversight. It may be no 
that it contains an index. Mr. Manson still considers that a book 
alphabetically arranged may dispense with this accessory. 





SETON ON DECREES. 


Forms or JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS IN THE HicH Covrt or JusTicn ~ 


AND Court oF APPEAL. Havina SprrectAL REFERENCE TO THE 
CHANCERY Division. Witrn Practica, Notes. 
Hon. Sir H. W. Szron. Frrrn Eprrion. By Czor 0. M. Darz, 
Esq, Barrister-at-Law ; ond W. Crowes, Esq., a Registrar of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. Vol. III. Stevens & Sons, 


The concluding volume of the new edition of " Seton” dealg with — 
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the su of Suretyship, Partnership, and ific Performance ; 
continuing the convenient arrangement w the work is now 
divided into, first, the ordinary course of an action from its com- 
mencement to its termination in a court of appeal, occupying vol. 1 ; 
and, secondly, the law as to persons in i relations, which 
occupies part of vol. 2; thirdly, account and administration, settlement 
and partition; and, fourthly, relief arising more directly out of con- 
tract, the portion of this head relating to being contained in 
vol 2. The final head of arrangement is mi eous, consisting of a 
chapter on Specific Relief and chapters on subjects immediately con- 
nected with the statute law. We think that the editors have acted 
wisely in omitting from this part the Acts relating to winding up com- 
panies: all the information necessary can be obtained in the numerous 
text-books on the subject. 
care and conciseness, and, particularly in the portion relating to 
Specific Performance, constitute almost a complete treatise, well 
broken up by headings and sub-headings for convenience of 
reference. The cases are collected down to those reported in the 
September number of the Law Reports—we notice a case reported in 
the WEEKLY REporTER of the 26th of August—and in a lengthy series of 
addenda, cases decided and forms of orders made since the publica- 
tion of the previous volumes are given. These are printed on one 
side of the page only, so as to enable the matter to be pasted in the 
proper places in such volumes, The book also contains a table of 
ail the cases cited, tables of statutes, and rules; and a very full and 
complete index to the entire work. The result of our use in practice 
of the two previous volumes of this edition enables us to say that 
‘Seton’ was never more convenient or complete than in this 
edition. 





PRACTICE, 


Toe ANNUAL PrActTice, 1894: BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME 
Court. Witn Nores, Forms, &c. By Thomas Snow, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law; CHARLES BURNEY, BA. a Chief Clerk of the 
Hon. Mr. Justice Chitty; and Francis A. STRINGER, of the 
Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. In Two Volumes. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


In spite of threatened changes in the rules of practice this useful 
annual appears once more unaltered in form and increased in bulk by 
some fifty pages. A year ago Mr. Snow acknowledged that the whcle 
work, built up as it was of the accretions of years, required to be re- 
cast, and he thought that a convenient opportunity for effecting this 
os exp gro would soon be afforded by the promised revision of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, In the preface to the present edition he 
says that this necessary operation has been delayed by the unusual 
pressure of public business, but that it will now promptly be taken 
in hand, It seems to be unlikely that any changes in contemplation 
will result in a material reduction of the rules of practice, but it will 
be a great boon to the profession if the results of the decisions 
can be a into a smaller compass. Possibly, too, when the 
recasting of the book is undertaken the editors will see their way to 
excluding matters of law which are to be found in other works, and 
will confine their attention to matters of practice. An instance is 
afforded by the notes to order 50 on injunctions. A book of practice 
should tell the practitioner all about the mode in which injunctions 
are granted, but he may properly be left to the appropriate text- 
book to discover the circumstances under which they are granted. 
By attending to this distinction some dozen pages might be saved, 
useful pages, no doubt, as they stand, and canenully and clearly com- 
piled, but out of place in a book of practice; and similar savings 
might pony be effected elsewhere. The past year has been less 
fruitful than some recent years in important practice decisions and in 
the promulgation of new rules, and no considerable changes ap 
to have been made in the text of this edition. The Judicature Bill, 
1893, has been printed (Vol. I., p. 152) on the chance that while the 
book was passing through the press it might become law. But, 
although it was sent down from the House of Lords in August, and 
passed the second reading stage in the House of Commons, it had 
to be withdrawn. An improvement has been effected in the treat- 
ment of the Arbitration Act, 1889. Hitherto certain sections of 
the Common Lew Procedure Act, 1854, have been printed and 


annotated separately. Now the notes on the Arbitration Act have | ¢q 


been recast by Mr. Stringer, and the cases decided on correspondi: 
words in the Common Law Procedure Act have been incorpora’ 
therein. The volume contains, as before, many useful items, such as 
the reference table for commissioners of oaths (Vol. I., p. 1212), the 
notes on Appendix N (Costs), which were iisetinnel last year 
(Vol. IL., p. 164), and the notes of cases affecting solicitors (Vol. II., 
Pp. 809) ; and the editors have earned the gratitude of the i 

y the labour they have bestowed upon the book, But, while recog- 
mame Be value of their work, we heartily wish that the promised 
recasting may have been effected before another edition appears. 


The recent decisions are given with great | po, 


ee 
LEGAL DIARIES. 


Sweer & MaxweE.u’s Drary ror Lawyers, 1894. Edited 
Francis A. Srrmnegr, of the Central Office, Royal Courts 
Justice. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This wonderfully cheap d eens eee So eee 
en] form. Se a5" yotke of toteaniee 2 of 124. 
The diary is ruled; ace Sew, eee ie 
“notes for next parle ‘vided according to months, and a 
but not unim t convenience is the tape, oe oe See 
to find the place of the last entry inthe ary. The former 

, shewing the t district 
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always to be found in them, such as the tables of tables 

shewing the times fixed for taking in the Supreme Court, 

Bankruptey, and the county courts, and for appearance to writs 

served out of the jurisdiction. The book is 

up. 

Tue Soxricirors’ Diary, ALMANAC, AND LEGAL Dimecrory, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vicr.). A Dicesr or THe Pusiiw Generar Acts OF 
THE Session or 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr.). Wir ALPHABETICAL 
InpEXx, &¢., TOGETHER WITH NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF BaR- 
RISTERS IN PRACTICE; aLso Lists or Lonpon AND COUNTRY 
SOLICITORS, WITH APPOINTMENTS HELD BY THEM. THE TREATISE 
UPON THE Stamp AcTs AND THE LAW AND Practice or STAMP- 
ING DOCUMENTS I8 REVISED by H. 8. Bonp, Esq. THE 
TREATISES ON OatTus, Soictrors’ CHARGES, AND DUTIES PAY- 
ABLE ON SUCCESSION REVISED J. Goprrey Hickson, Esq., 


Solicitor. TFiftieth year of publi . Waterlow & Sons 
(Limited). 

This is the fiftieth year of publication of this work, which, by 
means of the accretion of new features from time to time really 
seems now to give all the information which any solicitor can 


require. The growth of the local bars is well shewn by the 
list of ‘‘ barristers in the provinces,” in which the towns Se. 
betically arranged. Manchasteb and Liverpool are of course 
the head of the list as regards numbers. The lists of 


appear, from the tests we have applied, to be prepared with 
care and accuracy. 


i 


i 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Rules and Usages of the Stock Exchange. Practical Notes 
and Comments. By G. Herpert SrutFrecD, B.A. Oxon, Barrister- 
at-Law. Second Edition. By the AurHor and Henry STRoTHER 
Caut.ey, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 

The Insurance Library.—Digest [ 
Employers Liability Act, 1880: Involving Questions of Law deter- 
mined by the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice, 
the Court of Appeal, the Court of Session of 
Bench and Exchequer Divisions of the 
Ireland, and the House of Lords. T. J. W. Buckley. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BAILEY v. BARNES—No. 2, 30th October. 


Venpor anp Pvuacnasyer—Notica—Consravctive Norice—Svcomsstve 
Eavurrants Ixcummrancers—Purcuask PROM sUnsequent Equrranue 
INcUMBRANCER, WITHOUT NoTICR oF PRIon Eeurrus—Leoat Estate cor 
IN BY PURCHASER AFTER NoTicR oF prion Equrrantea Lyreaest—Tack: 
tvo—Convayancine Acts, 1881, s. 21, sun-sretton (2), axp 1882, 8. 3, 
sUR-sEcTion (1). 

Ap from Stirling, J. The appeal in this case raised questions as to 
the effect and extent of the doctrine of constractive notice as between 
bond fide purchaser for value from a second equitable incumbrancer 
first equitable incumbrancer, and also as to the effect of 
the legal estate by such after had 


purcharer ha 
uitable charge. The facts were as follows: 
neaen cqubiabt bee the equity of redemption of 
an lec on 
debtor, Suentn, Rye A real estate which was 
legal m On the 2let of December, 1839, 
transferred 
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Midgley died in May, 1890, and on the 13th of August, 1890, Midgley’s 
executors and trustees sold the equity of a in the ——. to 
al for £2,500 subject to the legal mortgage of £6,000 of March, 1890 
e 15th of August, 1890, the — Bailey, brought an action against 
Johnson ers original owner of the property), Barnes, and Midgley’s exe- 
we the sale by Barnes to Midgley declared invalid, and claimed 
that Midgley was only entitled to be treated as a mortgagee, and that he 
the tiff) was entitled to redeem the property as an equitable incum- 
in respect of his registered judgment against Johnson. Lilley was 
not made a party to this action. In June, 1891, Lilley first became aware 
that the sale by Barnes to Midgley was being questioned. In November, 
1892, sale by Barnes to Midgley was declared invalid by the Court of 
and the plaintiff, Bailey, was held entitled to redeem. At this 
the legal estate in the property was vested in Midgley’s mortgagees, 
t in April, 1893, Lilley ma them off and obtained from them a convey- 
ance of the estate. On the 16th of May, 1893, a summons taken 
out in the plaintiff’s action in March, 1893, by Lilley asking to have it 
ones that he was entitled to hold the property free from the 
q 


4 


gy 8 equitable charge was heard by Stirling, J., who decided 
uestion in Lilley’s favour, on the following grounds: (1) that 
when Lilley, in August, 1890, bought the equity of redemption in 
the from "Stidgley he acted bond fide and had no 
or ive notice of the invalidity of the sale by Barnes to Midgley ; 
(2) that though Lilley had notice of such invalidity in June, 1891, he 
was entitled to protect himself by acquiring the legal estate; and 
(3) that he was under these circumstances protected by section 21, sub- 
section (2), of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and section 3, sub-section (1), 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1882. Section 21, sub-section (2), of the Act of 
1881 enacts “‘ that where a conveyance is made in professed exercise of the 
wer of sale conferred by this Act the title of the purchaser shall not be 
taal om on the ground that no case had arisen to authorize the sale or 
that due notice was not given, or that the power was otherwise improperly 
ly exercised.’’ Section 3, sub-section (1), of the Act of 1882 
‘ eye shall not be prejudicially affected by notice of 
any instrument, , or thing unless (i.) it is within his own knowledge or 
would have come to his knowledge if such inquiries and i tions had 
been made as ought reasonably to have been made by him; or (ii.) in the 
same transaction with t to which a question of notice to the pur- 
chaser ariees, it has come to the knowledge of his counsel as such, or of 
his solicitor or other agent as such, or would have come to the knowledge 
his solicitor or other agent as such, if such inquiries and inspections 
been made as ought reasonably to have been made by the solicitor 
or other agent.”” The plaintiff appealed. The appeal was heard in 
August last, wlien the court reserved judgment. 
The judgment of Tue Cover (Lixptey, Lores, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.), 
the appeal, was now delivered by 
» L..J.—Bona fides on the part of Lilley, and the absence of actual 
notice by him of anything wrong, were found as facts by Stirling, J., before 
was examined and cross-examined, and we accept his conclu- 
sion on ~ 9 Er The appeal, then, really turns on whether in July 
and August, 1890, Lilley is to be treated as having had constructive notice 
of the invalidity of "+ title, and on the effect of acquiring the legal 
e in April, 1893. is is one of those cases in which there is danger 
knowledge of facts now known to a time anterior to their dis- 
covery ; danger of falling into the error attributed to those who are wise 
after the event. The er gag case against Lilley rests on the notice, if 
in August, 1890, when he bought the amt 
been a suspicious or unwilling purchaser he would 
very cory Regen made inquiries, which would have induced him not to 
eee t would be going too far, however, to affect him 
with notice of the invalidity of Barnes’s sale. The doctrine 
of constructive notice is based on good sense, and is designed to prevent 
frauds on owners of eepew- Bat the doctrine must not be carried to 
an to onest puzchasers, and although this limita- 
has sometimes been lost sight of, still the limitation is as important 
is as well known as the doctrine iteelf. This will be seen both from 
Well-known decisions and from the language of the Conveyancing Act, 
1882, s. 3, which is now the authority to be . In Ware v. 
Lord Egmont (4 De G. M. & G 460) Lord Cranworth (at p. 473) stated the 
law on the subject in language which has always accepted as 
correct, ‘‘ The question, when it is sought to affect a purchaser with con- 
stractive notice, is not whether he had the means of obtaining, and might 
: have obtained, a pre in question, but a 
not obtaining it was an act of gross le negligence.’ Gross 
negligence in this passage does not im any breach of legal 
eee pepey % ender no obligation to investi- 
gate his vendor's title. But in dealing with real erty, as in other 
matters of business, regard must be had to the med gp nm of business, 
ly from it in order to avoid acquiring 
a cagnaeay of vendor’s title, is not allowed to derive any advan- 
tage from his wilful ignorance of defecte which would have come to his 
knowledge if he had transacted his business in the way. The 
Conveyancing Act, 1882 (s. 2, sub-section (1) ), does no more than state the 
law as it was before ; but ite negative form shews that a restriction rather 
than an extension of the doctrine of notice was intended. The expression 
not import a duty or obligation, for the pur- 
Chaser need make no inquiry; the expression “ t reasonably ”’ must 
ought as a matter of prudence, a a to what is usuall 
done by prudent men of business under sim circumstances. Light 


gs 


ik 


thrown on the of “ ought reasonably ’’ by section 21, sub-section 
Act, 1881. It is easy to see now that Lilley’s 
more cautions; but we 


might and 
are not prepared to say they ought to have been so when he bought in 





A , 1890, and unless we go that length we cannot hold that Lilley 
had, then any notice, actual or constructive, of anything wrong. In 
June, 1891, Lilley first discovers that the plaintiff's judgment is not dis- 
placed, and in order to protect himself he pays off the mortgage of 
£6,000 and gets in the legal estate. The question is whether he can now 
hold the property free from the plaintiff’s judgment. ‘We are of opinion 
that he can. The maxim Qui prior est tempore potior est jure is in the plain- 
tiff’s favour, and it seems strange that the plaintiff should, without any 
default of his own, lose a security which he once possessed. But the above 
maxim is in our law subject to an important ag aay that where 
equities are equal the legal title prevails. Equality here does not mean 
or refer to priority in point of time, as is shewn by the cases on tacking. 
Equality means the non-existence of any circumstance which affects the 
conduct of one of the rival claimants and makes it less meritorious than 
that of the other. Equitable owners who are upon equality in this re- 
spect may struggle for the legal estate, and he who obtains it, having both 
law and equity on his side, is in a better situation than he who has equity 
only. The reasoning is technical, and not satisfac’ ; but as long ago as 
1728 the law was judicially declared to be well and only alterable 
by Act of Parliament (see Brace v. Duchess of Marlborough, 2 P. Wms. 
491). It was contended that this doctrine was confined to tacking mort- 
gages. But this is notso. The doctrine applies in favour of all equitable 
owners or incumbrancers for value without notice of prior equitable in- 
terests, who get in the legal estate from persons who commit no breach of 
trust in parting with it to them (see Saunders v. Depew, 2 Vern. 276; Pil- 
cher v. Rawlins, L. R. 7 Ch. App. 259). It is true that the doctrine does 
not apply to an equitable owner or incumbrancer who gets in the legal 
estate from a trustee who commits a breach of trust in conveying it to 
him, at all events if such breach of trust is known to the person who gets 
in the estate, and perhaps even if he does not know of it (see Carter v. Car- 
ter, 3K. & J. 617; as v. Stohwasser, L. R. 18 Eq. 556). But the 
present case does not within this exception to or qualification of the 
general principle, for Lilley obtained the legal estate from the mo: 

whom he paid off and who committed no breach of trust in conveying the 
legal estate to him. The fact that the legal estate was got in pendente lite 
is immaterial (see Robinson v. Davison, 1 Br. C. C. 63; Bates v. Johnson, 
Johns, 304).—Counsrt, Fischer, Q.C., and Archibald Brown ; Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., and Warrington; Ashton Cross. Soxrcrrors, Jackson, Smart, Géake, 
$ Woodd ; Lee § Pemberton ; Chappell, Grifith, § Brookbridge. 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
CHRISTY v. GODWIN—Chitty, J., 26th October. 


PracTice—ForECLOSURE—RECEIVER—FoRM OF JUDGMENT—OPENING 
ForgcLosurgE. 


Motion for judgment by mo for foreclosure and continuation of 
a receiver already appointed. The minutes followed the form in Barber v. 
Jeckells (W. N., 1893, p. 91) (Kekewich, J.) and provided that in taking 
the account for an , interest, and costs ‘‘ credit is to be given for 
what, if anything, s have been paid into court by the receiver in this 
action, and such sum, if any, as the plaintiff shall submit to be c 
with in t of rents profits in the receiver’s hands at the date of 
the chief clerk’s certificate, or to come into his hands prior to the order for 
forclosure absolute.’’ The object of this form is to enable the plaintiff to 
estimate and give credit in advance for the sum stated so as to prevent the 
foreclosure oS at ay gery 

Currry, J., made order.—Counsgi, Farwell,Q.0., and Robert Younger. 
Souricrrors, Davidson § Morriss. 


(Reported by G. RowLaxp Atston, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division, 
HANMER ». CLIFTON—24th October. 


Pracrice—W a1t—Service—V atinrry—AmunpMEnT—Marxine—R. 8. C., 
XXVIII., d, 10. 


This was an appeal from an order of Kennedy, J., dismissing an appesl 
from the master giving the plaintiff leave pd. final judgment. The 
action was t to recover on of at Clarke’s- 

, St. Giles’-in-the-Fields, by the devisee of the successor of the 

inal joint lessora of the premises. The writ was issued on the let of 
June, 1893, and appearance entered on the 28th of June. The defence 
was delivered on the 20th of July, on the 4th of September an order. was 
made to amend the writ, and an order giving the plaintiff leave to sign 
final j t was made on the 20th o a The amended writ 
was with the words required by ord. 28, r. 9, R. 8. C., but in 
the which was served upon the defendant these words were omitted, 
Ord. 3, r. 9, provides as follows:—‘‘ Whenever any indorsement or 
leading is amended, the same when amended shall be marked with the 
ite of thie cules, if any, under which the same is so amended, and of the 
day on which such umendment ig made in manner following—viz., 


‘ amended day of t to order of dated the 

of ”” By rule 1 the same order it is provided: 
‘* Whenever any indorsement or p) is amended such amended 
document shall 


delivered to the opposite party within the time allowed 
for amending the same.’ It was now contended nf counsel for the 
defendant that the order giving leave to the tiff to sign final judgment 
was bad, on, amongst others, the ground that the writ as served on the 
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defendant did not comply with the provisions of rules 9 and 10 of the 
above order. 

Tue Court (Onantes and Wricut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding 
that although the writ amended must be marked in manner provided b 
the rules, yet the marking of the copy delivered to the o ite party, 
properly served, was not essential.—Oounssi, P. J. Bi 5 Loehnis. 
Souicrrors, Henry Kelly § Co. ; Frere, Foster, § Co, 

[Reported by J. P. Me.ior, Barrister-at-Law. } 


CHAFFERS v. GOLDSMID—26th October. 


PaRuiAMent—Patition To ny Sunsect—RiGHT TO COMPBL REPRESENTATIVE 
TO PRESENT—Ricut or Action ror RerusaL—Action Frivolous AND 
Vexatiovs—R. 8. C., XXV., 4. 

This case, which was an appeal by the plaintiff, Alexander Chaffers, 
from an order of Collins, J., affirming an order of the master striking out 
the statement of claim in the action, raised an important question as to 
the right of the subject to have a petition presented to Parliament and the 
remedy against a member for refusal to present it. The action was 
brought against the defendant as member for the southern division of St. 
Pancras by the plaintiff, a registered elector of the division, for improperly 
and maliciously refusing to present a petition to the House of Commons 
for the redress of certain grievances beyond the jurisdiction of the common 
law, whereby the plaintiff alleged that he had been deprived of his right 
and franchise to have the said petition brought before the House of 
Commons. The plaintiff claimed £500 damages, and also a mandamus 
commanding the defendant to present a petition from the plaintiff to the 
House ‘‘ containing grave charges against the Master of the Rolls, and 
humbly praying that an address may be presented by the said House of 
Commons to Her Most Gracious Majesty that she will be pleased to 
remove the Right Honourable William iol, Baron Esher from the office 
which he holds as Master of the Rolls.’”’ ‘The plaintiff had, during the 
session of 1891, requested the defendant to present a petition con- 
taining charges against the Master of the lis for an abuse of 
his office and praying for an inquiry. The tion was pre- 
sented, but returned to the defendant by the clerk to the 
Committee on Public Petitions with an intimation that it was not 
@ proper petition and would not be received, and it was 
returned to the plaintiff. ‘The plaintiff then brought an action 
the defendant in which judgment was given for the defendant on 
the ground that he had taken all necessary and proper steps; and also 

i the clerk to the Committee, which was stayed on the ground 
that the statement of claim disclosed no cause of action. In 1892 the 
defendant declined to present the same petition, and su uently in 
the same year, on his presenting a similar one from the ‘plaintiff, it was 
again returned to him by the clerk to the Committee. The plaintiff 
in the present year forwarded the petition in question in the action to 
the defendant, who, being of opinion that it was nergy nem ee | the same 
petition as those already returned by the Committee, declined to present 
it. The plaintiff in person contended that the present petition was 
in accordance with rules of the House of Commons, and from 
the vious ones, which were out of order because they asked for an 
ing which was not within the province of the House. He. also con- 
tended that he as a British subject and registered elector had a right at 
common law to have a petition presented to the House of Commons by his 
representative, and that an action lay against the latter for a breach of the 
corresponding duty to prerent it. He referred to the opinion of Mr. 

Herschell in the House of Commons on the 15th of April, 1875 ; 

3rd series, vol. 223, p. 989 ; to May on the Practice of Parliament, 9th ed., 

pp. 606-615; and to Ashby v. White (8. L. OC. 264). It was ~— by 

cownsel for the respondent that there was no authority for any suc nent 
as suggested by the plaintiff, except a general statement in Sir 

May’s work, and none for any such _ of action as alleged, which did 

not exist. Moreover, if not demurrable, the statement of claim was clearly 

frivolous and vexatious, as was shewn by the whole facts of the case. 

There was not a particle of evidence to shew that the defendant had acted 

maliciously in the matter, and no s could be recovered against him. 

The action, therefore, was clearly an abuse of the process of the court. 
Tue Covrr (Wi11s and Grantuam, JJ.) dismissed the _— 

Wuzs, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the that no such 
action had ever been heard of told strongly against the p! 
case of Ashby v. White long ago called public attention to the principle 
of law then and since frequently acted upon; there was no trace of any 
common law right to have a petition presented, and the fact that no action 
had ever been brought to maintain it was a strong observation its. 
existence. The learned ju further referred 
remarking that it was impossible to reasonably 
ant’s on had been malicious, as was 
claim; and he desired also to add that where no 
law for something done the plaintiff could not 
it was done “ ciously.’’ 

Grantuam, J., said that it was an important question never yet decided, 
but he was clearly of opinion that there was no right on the part of the 
subject to compel his representative in Parliament to present a petition, 
and no right of action against him for refusing to do so. No one, how- 
ever, gainsaid the right to ‘ition Parliament. The question was 


whether a member ought to be liable to an action involving serious costs 
for refusing to present a petition which he might eonsider an im 
one. There was no pretenco for suggesting that the defendant had ac’ 
maliciously, and the action was clearly frivolous and vexatious.—Covunss., 
Plaintiff in person; A, M. Channeil, Q.C., and Cagney. Soxtcrrons, Water- 
house, Winterbottom, Harris, § Harper. 

(Reported by J. P. Met.on, Barrister-at-Law. } 





PHARMACEUTICAL SOCIETY v. DELVE—3iet October. 


Puarmacy Acts—Sate or Porson sy vuNQUALIFIED Psrson—Meprcrxa 
CONTAINING SMALL QUANTITY OF Potson—Puarmacy Act, 1868, ss. 1,2, 15. . 


from a decision of the county court 


This appeal by the 
ft Man fotqmenh te toveit of the Getertants ta on 
an 


judge of Manchester 


action for ities for the sale of a person. By 
por ppg abe penal eiy Same 1868, it is for any person to 
sell or open shop retailing, dispensing, or poisons 
unless he is a pharmaceutical chemist or a chemist within 
the meaning of the Act, and is registered under the Act. Section 2 
provides that the several articles named or described in the Schedule 
A shall be deemed to be poisons within the Act, and the Council of 
the Pharmaceutical Society may from time to time by resolution 
declare that any article in such resolution named ought to be 
deemed a poison within the meaning of the Act. Section 15 im- 
a ty of £5 on each offence, recoverable in the manner 
ae ae y the Pharmacy Act, 1852—that is to say by an action 
the county court. In the present case the defendant was not a 
ualified chemist, but kept a shop called a drug store at Manchester, at 


notice that: ‘ 

chlorodyne, &c., 

Sas cenaee of ie lle ae pte jo Pyne vad found 
contents 0! were was 

in it. By resolution of the Council of the Pharmaceutical 

of the 20th of December, 1869, 


; defendant 

keeping open a shop for the retailing, pot, Compouniias 

ws: peenee wit, a pre of paths nage The 
yst stated, in e given 

the actual quantity of morphine in the bottle was 

— we ee Os ee eae eee Seve Date 

-50th to 3- s of a ounce. was to 

whether tae Woking of the whein contents of the betile wall de on elt 
harm. court judge was of opinion that the evidence as 


the same — as the county court j 

been proved. Appeal dismissed.—Co' 

Bonsey. Souscrrons, Flux ¢ Co. ; Neive ¢ Beck. 
[Reported by F. O, Rosinsox, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


NORBURN v. NORBURN—28th October. 


Practice—JvupGMENT—APpPLicaTion BY Executors or Deceaszp 
ror A REcEIVER AND AN Insuncrion—R. 8. C., XLII., 8, 23. 


rpeodiped a Henry ge ony the 27 of May, ii 
and costs er son, on . 
which judgment still remained unsatisfied. The died in A 
1886, ha’ by her will ted her 
daughter, Elizabeth 
year the defendant became entitled as a 
residuary estate under a certain will, and the executors of 
applied ex parte to Kennedy, J., in the action of Norburn v 
ewer being headed Mary Norburn, widow, since 
orburn) for a receiver of the defendant's interest under the 
an injunction to restrain him from dealing or parting 
Kentiety, J., sifened So supelt eeaee ee Oeneee 
taken out against the interi 
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court on 


of tiff. It was contended for the executors that was a case in 
which it was just and convenient to grant an injunction (see Jadicatare 
Act, s. ee sub-section 8). 

Tue Covrr (Writs and Granruam, JJ.) allowed the and dis- 
charged the injunction. 

Wus, J., said that a personal action abated with the death of the 
plaintiff, and the action was gone, unless it was revived or unless there 





this however, the instead of for leave to issue 
ones san had saved’ Sec & Seuaiiee ak ie oalacamh the 
agreed that in such a case there was no power to a receiver ; 
it followed from that that the applicant had no stand before the 
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court, and, therefore, although Bruce, J., was right in refasing to appoint 
g receiver, yet his order, so far as it granted an injunction, was wrong, and 
could not be sustained. 

Grantuam, J., concurred.—Appeal allowed.—Counset, J. F. Bankes ; 
C. Lacy Smith. Souscrrons, Warriner § Kinch; Pope, for IT. R. Jones, 


Wandsworth. 
[Reported by F. O. Rosrysoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAIDLAW v. WILLSON—27th October. 


ApvuttTeratioxn — Lanp — Derence or a “* Wattren Wannanty’ 
AND Davos Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), 3. 25. 

Case stated by justices. By section 25 of the Food and Drugs Act, 
1875, “‘if the defendant in any prosecution under this Act prove to the 
satiefaction of the justices or court that he had purchased the article in 
question as the same in nature, substance, and quality as that demanded 
of him by the prosecutor, and with a written warranty to that effect, that 
he had no reason to believe at the time when he sold it that the article 
was otherwise, and that he sold it in the same state as when he purchased 
it, he shall be discharged from tte prosecution.’’ An information was 

referred by the appellant Laidlaw, police inspector, against the respondent 
illson, under section 6 of the Food and Drugs Act, 1875, for that the 
respondent on the 2nd of March, 1893, at Consett, in the county of Dur- 
ham, by the hands of his servant and agent Lynn, did unlawfully sell to 
the prejudice of John W. Wilson (the purchaser) half a pound of lard 
adulterated with seven per cent. of beef fat, which was not lard of the 
nature, substance, and quality demanded by the purchaser. The justices 
di-missed the information, but stated a case. It was proved before the 
justices that on the 2nd of March, 1893, the said John W. Wilson (the 
purchaser) went into the respondent's shop at Consett and purchased from 
his servant and agent (Jonathan Lynn) a half pound of lard, which 
on analysis was found to contain seven per cent. of beef fat. The cefence 
relied on was that allowed under rection 25 of the Act—namely, that the 
reepondent had bought the article ‘‘ with a written warranty to that 
effect.’”’ The contract under which the defendant bought the article stated 
that the vendors ‘‘ hereby have sold this day to you three tons of Kilvert’s 
pure lard.”” An invoice accompanied the goods containing the words 
**two barrels of Kilvert’s pure lard.’’ The justices were of opinion that the 
eaid contract note and inv ice constituted a written warranty within the 
meaning of section 25 of the Food and Drugs Act, 1875, and that it was so 
intended at the time of the sale by the vendor and taken as such by the 
Ste ean and therefore decided against the appellant. The question of 
aw for the opinion of the court was whether the said contract note and 
invoice constituted a written warranty within the section. 

Tue Covrt (Cuarres and Wricut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cuarzs, J.—This appeal must be dismissed. Here there isa statement 
on the sale of the specific article amounting to a warranty inlaw. The 
statute does not enact that the word ‘‘ warranty’? must be used. The 
warranty is none the less a warranty without the word ‘' warrant,’’ or 
** warranty,’’ if it amount to a warranty in law. 

Wuienrt, J., concurred.—Appeal dismissed.—Counssgi, Robson, Q.C., and 
Simey ; Lawson Walton, Q.C. Soricrrors, Cook § Baill ; Dixon, Ward, § Co. 

[Reported by J. E. A:vous, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re BEAUCHAMP BROTHERS, Ex parte G. W. BEAUCHAMP— 
27th October. 


Banxrvrrcy—Recetvine Onper acarnst Finm—Inrant Partnen. 


This was an appeal from a receiving order made by Mr. Registrar Hope. 
The debtors were Ralph Beauchamp, and the appellant Gilbert Walter 
Beauchamp, who was an infant. They carried on business as partners 
under the name of Beauchamp Brothers. An action was brought against 
the firm in the firm name, and judgment recovered. The judgment not 
having been satisfied, a bankruptcy notice addressed to the firm was 
issued, and this bankruptcy notice not having been complied with, the 
judgment creditor presented a bankruptcy petition against the firm, and 
on this petition the receiving order in question was made. G. W. 
Beauchamp, the infant partner, appealed against this receiving order. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuen, M.R., and Lorrs and Kay, I.JJ.) allowed the 
a and discharged the receiving order and dismissed the petition. 

Esuer, M.R , eaid that a judgment had been obtained against the 
firm in the firm name, and the legal effect of the judgment was that it 
was a judgment available against all the members of the firm who were 
liable to have a judgment made against them. There were two partners 
in the firm, but one of them was an infant, and therefore the judgment 
was not available against him. Therefore, although there could be an 
execution inst the firm property, because the infant, being a partner, 
could not withdraw any of the partnership property in order to avoid the 
execution, nevertheless the effect of the judgment was not to make the 
infant a judgment debtor. The judgment creditor was not satisfied with 
his power of issuing execution, either legal or equitable, against the part- 
nership property, and desired to take proceedings in bankruptcy. The 

purpose for which proceedings in bankruptcy could be instituted was 
to obtain an adjudication in bankruptcy against someone. The bank- 
ruptcy notice and the other steps in the proceedings all led up to that, and 
parties could not stop short at anyone step. In this case a bankruptcy 


notice in the firm name was served on the firm by the judgment creditor, 
and there could be only one object in doing that—viz., that some person 
or persons should be adjudicated bankrupt, an abstract thing such asa 


then met by the fact that his judgment was against the firm; that one of 


the two partners, being an infant, was not personally affected by the 
judgment. The question was whether, under these circumstances, a 
bankruptcy notice could be served in the manner suggested. Under 
section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the bankruptcy notice was to be 
served on the judgment debtor. Therefore this bankruptcy notice could 
not be served on the infant, and although it had been served on the firm 
which included him, it did not bind the infant, because he was nota 
judgment debtor. It had been argued that the bankruptcy notice could 
be served on the firm and the receiving order made against the firm 
because eventually it would only be the partner who was of full age who 
would be made bankrupt; but whenever there was no power to adjudicate 
a person a bankrupt, there was also no power to give a bankruptcy notice 
or to obtain a receiving order, and a receiving order could not be made 
against all the partners of a firm if one of the partners was a person on 
whom a valid bankruptcy notice could not be served. Therefore this 
receiving order, which included the infant because it included both the 
partners in the firm, was bad and must be set aside. The question 
whether another and a valid receiving order could be obtained by some 
other means against the other partner was not now before the court, and 
therefore as to that his lordship desired to say nothing. 


Lorgs, L.J., concurred, and said that it was very clear that in order to 
support a receiving order made agaiast a firm, it was necessary that each 
partuer should have committed an act of bankruptcy ; it was equally clear 
that an infant partner could not commit an act of bankrup‘cy, therefore 
this receiving order which had been made against a firm one partner in 
which was an infant was bad and must be eet aside. 

Kay, LJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Sir Henry James, 
Q.C., H. Reed, Q.C., and A. Powell ; Cooper Willis, Q.0., and Wedderburn. 
Soxicirors, Harper § Battcock ; Godfrey §& Webb. 

{Reported by F. O. Roninsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
THE BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


Lord Justice Kay presided at the general meeting of this association, 
which was beld in the Middle Temple Hall on Wednesday. The Secnerany 
submitted the report for the year 1892, in which it was stated that the 
donations amounted to £473, and the annual subscriptions to £1,336. 
Twenty-seven new members had been added to the list of annual sub- 
ecribers, and eight members had increased their subscriptions. The 
association consisted of 745 members. One hundred and one applications 
were received during the year, eighty-five were granted. The total 
amount distributed was £1,946. Some of the cares brought before the 
committee were of avery sad nature. The committee regretted that, by the 
death of his Honour Judge Eddis the association had lost the services of 
an auditor who for a great number of years had taken much interest in the 
work. They begged to recommend the appointment of Judge Snagge as 
hissuccessor. In moving the adoption of the report and accounts, the pre- 
sident remarked that the association had been in existence nearly twenty- 
one years. During that period it had received in donations and 
subscriptions £36,000, of which £26,000 had been distributed in charity ; 
£10,000 remained in hand, the expenses of administration—about £100 a 
year—being covered by investments. The £26,000 had been spent in 
relieving the wants of necessitous members of the bir, and, in some 
instances, in saving from destitution the widows and orphans of men who 
had been unable to make any provision for their families. An unsatisfac- 
tory item in the report was the number of members. There were 8,250 
nominal members of the bar, of whom about 2,000 were in practice, yet 
their membership did not exceed 745. In conclusion he earnestly 
urged the claims of the association upon every one who had the privileges 
of a barrister. 

Lord Esner, in seconding the motion, declared that the number of 
members was an absolute di Every barrister who nade a profit of 
two guineas should give one to his brethren in distress. He knew that 
this was contrary to political economy, but he did not care a bit about 
political economy, or about politics, or, indeed, about politicians. While 
absolutely disapproving of the report, he asked them to approve of it. 

The report was adopted. 

The Hon. Gzonce Denman moved that the following twenty members of 
the association should constitute the committee of management—viz., Mr. 
L. Webb, Q.C., Mr. Jelf, Q.0., Mr. W. W. Karslake, Q.C., Mr. Cozens- 
Hardy, QC., M.P., Sir Walter Phillimore, Mr. E. Cutler, Q.C., Mr. 
Byrne, Q.C., Mr. Poland, Q.C., Mr. Chadwyck Healey, Q.C., Mr. Levett, 
Q.C , and Messrs. J. R. Mellor, Ingle Joyce, H. Sutton, F. W. Hollams, 
Hans Hamilton, T. R. Warrington, B. Houghton, the Hon. Alfred 
Lyttelton, J. F. P. Rawlinson, and E. Boyle. ‘ 

Mr. Murpuy, jun., seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

Votes of thanks brought the meeting to a close. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


Mr. Charles Burt (chairman), Messrs. Laurence Desborough, H. C. Nisbet, 


George Watson Neish was elected a member; and the ordinary 
business was transacted. 





firm could not be adjudicated bankrupt. The judgment creditor was 


At a meeting of the directors held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 2nd inst.—the following being eK vis., 7 


A. Toovey, Spencer Whitehead, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary)— grants ~ 
amounting to £45 were made to the widows of five non-members; Mr, | 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Soctsry.—October 31—Mr. A. W. Watson in 
the chair.—The subject was: ‘‘ That in the opinion of this society the 
opium traffic in India ought to be suppressed.’’? The debate was opened 
by Dr. Maxwell, a member of the Society for the Suppression of the Opiam 
Trade. Mr. A. Nugent Chaplin opened in the negative. The fol'owing 
gentlemen also spoke : — Messrs, Tudor Lay, Noad, gs Herbert 

axwell re- 
plied. The motion was lost by one vote. 


Binwtncuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—The annual mock trial ar: 

by the above society was held on Tuesday. Mr. R.E. C, Kettle, barrister, 
officiated as judge ; Mesers. McCardie and F. T. Redfern were counsel for 
the plaintiff, aud Messrs. F. H. G. Tyndall and E. A. Eaden counsel for 
the defendant. The solicitors instructing counsel were—for the plaintiff, 
Messrs. C. C. Harding and M. N. Phelps; and Messrs. E. R. Bickley and 
H. A. Blewitt for the defence. The facts were shortly as follows: The 
plaintiff, Caleb Crukyd Shore (Mr. G. Young), disputed a will made by his 
mother, whereby the defendant, the Rev. Thermopylae Lucywynd (Mr. H. 
Williams), benefited to the extent of £10,000, and £50,000 was left to a 
charity. The grounds on which the will were disputed were that the 
defendant had exerted undue influence over the plaintiff’s mother, and also 
that the latter was of unsound mind at the time. Much amusement was 
caused by the examination of the witnesses, who were Mesers. T. R. 
Beavon, r. A. Webster, and J. H. Frost for the plaintiff; and Messrs. 
M C. Blewitt, P. Cohen, and O. T. Snow for the defendant. The case 
was ably conducted by counsel on both sides; but unfortunately, cn 
account of the time taken up by the examination of the witnesses, the 
aperghes at the end had to be very much curtailed, The summing up of 
the judge was very humorous, and a most enjoyable evening ended with 
a verdict for the plaintiff. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. J. W. Puiturrs, solicitor, -Old-square, Birmingham, hus been ap- 
Scena a Cummissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Married 
omen. Mr. Phillips was admitted in November, 1881; he is a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. 


Mr. M. G. Ranavz, C.I.E., has been appointed a Judge of the High 
Court at Bombay, in the room of the late Mr. Justice Telang. 





GENERAL. 


Tn the City ot London Court on the 27th ult., before Mr. Commissioner 
Kerr, the case of Cory Brothers § Co. (Limited) v. Cloak was one in which 
the plaintiffs sought to enforce payment of £23 due to them for coals 
supplied to the defendant, Mr. O. R. Cloak, of Great Portland-street, in 
the way of trade. The defendant said that owing to the coal strike he 
could not pay the debt. He owed £600 to various persons and would be 
glad if somebody would make bim a bankrupt. He could not afford to do 
it himself. Mr. Commissioner Kerr said that was the beauty of bank- 
ruptcy. Before the Court of Bankruptcy would look at a man who was in 
difficulties they wanted a £10 note out of him for a stamp fee. That 
appeared to him to be perfectly ludicrous ; but there it was. The bank- 
tuptcy laws of the country, he thought, wanted remedying very materi- 
ally. He made an order remitting the case to the High Court, where the 
plaintiffs could proceed further if they chore. 


Minor poets (says the St, James's Gaxtie) may take heart. If the news- 
papers will not have them, they will be invaluable to the modern auc- 
tioneer. We commend to the notice of both Minores and Minimi the 
excellent paper read at the Auctioneers’ Institute recently by Mr. 
E. J. Vaughan. He is of opinion that, in the shape of that necessary 
precedent to an auction of real estate, the particulars of rale, astonishing 
progress is being made in artistiz taste. We learn that vendors (such is 
the shyness of purchasers nowadays) are displaying their wares at greater 
and greater expense. Some particulars this season contain as many as 
half a dozen beautiful full-page coloured illustrations. And in the 
“ patter’? the same development is seen. Mr. Vaughan suggests that 
auctioneers should now be examined in ‘‘ poetical description.”’ But there 
are poets in shoals, who for a small consideration could oblige. Our poets 
have always been good at the “‘ descriptive.”’ 


It was a good idea to get up a smoking concert in ald of the Sick and 
Provident Society of the staff of attendants at the Law Courts. The 
establishment of the society is a laudable effort at thrift on the part of a 
large body of men which deserves to be well supported. The list of patrons 
of the society, we are informed, includes the Lael Obenesioon, the Lord Chief 
Justice, the Master of the Rolls, and the President of the Probate, &c., 
Division, and nearly all the judges. Sir Richard Webster is the president, 
aud Mr. Lewis (Assistant Paymaster-General), Mr. Francis A. Stringer, 
Mr. A. Smith, and Mr. Paul are the trustees. The attendants at the Law 
Courts are brought in close contact daily with both branches of the pro- 
fession, with officials and the public, and it is a testimony to the satirfac- 
tory way in which they discharge their duties that almost all the 
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ty Me at whose good offices a most attractive 

, As T. a 

baa Dou piemabel. When we say that Mr. David Christie werey, Mr. 
Melton Prior, Mr. Fred. Villiers and Mr. Powles have each consented to 
ouanks® et t's nsntane ths eaeaoneh oleae ad eee 
Robert de Courcy, Mr. ¢ ir 


Clement Locknane, Mr. John Proctor, and others 
will perform, an Mr. Templar Mr, Charles Harding, Mr. 
Charles Collette, Mr. Cheese wright, Tom Taylor are among 


Mr. 
the vocalists, we have eaid enough to shew that ticket-holders have a 
delightful evening in etore for them. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rora or Reaisrnans iy ATrrexDAaNce on 














Date Arreat Court Mr. Justice - Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Nostra. 
Monday, Nov...........00000++ 6 Mr. Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach 
, eas 7 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Wednesday ..............0060-+- S Pemberton Jackson Leach 
(| ees 9 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
SEIT ch ssn chksctacechnasoibiond 10 Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Saturday bicebaumbesvedsitapbens 1 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Sriaixe. XKexewica. Rourr. 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
ie Carrington 
Rolt, Lavie — 
‘armer Carrington 
Rolt Lavie Pugh 
STAMMERERS of all ages, peeeale of Megunesing Aiton dete eat 2 ee 
itten 6: tleman who cured elf after suff nearly f years. Post-free for 
thirteen Aad sn from Mr. B. Beasiey, . Hantinglon, or “Sherwood,” 
Willesden-lane, Brondesbury, London. 
Wanrnino To tntenpive Houses Puncnassns & Lessens.— Before purchasing or renting 
ermal eed av tilation Co., 65, of ae Vicutent. 
en’ . . 
West mitistc: (istab. 3075), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &. -[Apvr.] 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTH 





eo ae 27, the wife of Charles James Fox, of 49, Addison-gardens, Kensington, 

rr MARRIAGE. 

Norris—Heariy.—October 25. at St Abbott's, Ki , Robert Alexander, 
eldest son of John Freeman Norris, Q.C., High Court J of Galoutea, t» Aida Okell, 
only daughter of William Henry Herbert Heatly, of . 

DEATHS. 


Reip — Cache Oe Shove , Herts, John Rimsay Reid, late of 11, Cromwell-crescent» 
Kensi » ister w. 

boner Odie 30, ae Benton Seeley, barrister-at-law, of Lincola’s-inn, 
and 1, Great James-street, W.C. ‘ 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Oct. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep m Cmancerr. 
sy Mexican Sart Co, Limrrep—Petn ba ggg Ba ah ger mg eg 26, directed to 


heard on Nov 8. Linklater & Co, 2, Bond 
of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternooa 


Nov 7 

Huxeagian Acricutturat Syxpicate, Liutrep—Creditors are went on or 
20, to send their names and and particulars of their or claims, to 
J 53, Coleman st. E., F., & New Broad st, solors uidator 


I inven Cc Co, Li The Vacation J has, by an oder 
NTERNATIONAL UABLE IMITED — 
qos Frederick Samuel Lucey, 3, Bekins tobe liquidator, in the 
L a n= Byxp Liurrep —Creditors are 
IVERPOOL BYNDICATE, MITED — 
names and and of their or claims, to William Crossman 
Spares pot cote ‘onnal, 4, Cook st, Liverpool, Killey, Liverpool, solor for 
Menieen Curmicat Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their cebts or to the liquidators, 27, 
Grey st, Newcastle on Tyne. Cooper & Goodger, N 
A ene Sn Sitver Minixe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 7, 
toound Unis sames ond, atieors. i ee E 


raham, 80, Coleman st. Abrahams & Old Jewry, solors for : 
Voazisrauis Goto Sue Co, Erreo~Creditors ary required, on of before Deo 1, 
Lewis Bennett, 34, Leadenhall ovaret & 09,11, Throgmorton wren, solors for 
“ London Gazette.—Tursvay, Oct. 31, ’ 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


ce ar 


on or before Dec 8, to send their 


Co ~ Gop Mixa, Lanrep—Petn for winding up, 
beard on Nov 8, Wilde chambers. 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock 
Donpre Le pureed Cy Se 
names esses, 

at. Greenop & Sons, 9, 








tickets for the concert at St. Martin’s Hall on the 28th inst. have already 
been sold. The chair on that occasion will be taken by Mr. Stringer, 


Gracechureh 
® Bex, x Sod parca 2 pyre. 
“a rd, Newohstlo da Aitchison, 
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Lyraic Tueartas, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented Oct BB Soeeted to be Baee’ 9 
Nov8. Ranger & Co, 17, Pescharch solors for petner. appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not inter than 6 glo inthe afternoon of Noy 7 


Menpicat Batrery Co, Liurrev—Petn for winding up, ted 27, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, Nov 8. & Co, oy Thedarwhe ct rolors for . Notice 
must not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of 


ee Dee Lourep—Petn s afaran' ae pee ta pete directed to be heard 
on Nov 8. Hogan & Hughes, 23, 8 lor petner. of 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette—Turspay, Oct. 31. 
Dawsox, Gzoncr, Harrogate, Builder Nov30 Dawson v Dawson, Kekewich,J Dawson, 
Kegywetr, Cuarites Lerouton Auiisoy, Regent st, Silk Mercer Dec 1 
Campbell, ——_ st, 


— st 
Perxy, Isaac, Liscard, co Stockbroker Nov 27 Powell v Penny, Registrar, 
Liverpool Miller & t Co, laced 


Kemp v Kennett, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fauipay, Oct. 27. 
Autcock, Mary Axx, South Kensington Hotel, Queen’s Gate ter Dec 4 Hadley, 


oun, Bournemouth, Brewer’s Agent, retired Nov 17 Luff, Wimborne 


Baasnaw, Tuomas, Longnor, Staffs, Draper Jani Hacker & Allen, Leek 

Buaxz, Axw, Tirril Barton, Westmrid Decil Little & Lamonby, Penrith 

Baaxrorp, Axynz, Puddavine, Dartington, Devon Dec1 Hill & Co, Old Broad st 
Brearcir Witu1au, Kearby cum Wetherby, Yorks, Farmer Nov. 30 Strickland 


& 
Baowx, Hexny, West Bergholt, Essex, Gent Dec9 Goody & Son, Colchester 
Cuanxpier, Jonny, Edenbridge, Kent, Grocer Dec 1 W H Head & Sons, East Grinstead 
Devaney, Tuomas, Sheffield, Warehouseman Nov 30 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 
Devitt, Joux, Formby, Lancs, Builder Dec 15 J S Smith, Liverpool 
Deypsx, Henry Francis, Newcastle upon Tyne, Shipowner Dec9 Wilkinson & Mar- 
Newcastle upon 
Dusx, ee Hewry, Wak Abbey, Essex, Tailor Nov 30 Oldfield & Co, Tele- 
Fast, Caruzrixe Caan.totre, Horsham, Sussex Decl Cotching, Horsham 
Haztier, Ex.ex, Brighouse, Yorks, Widow Dec5 Chambers & Chambers, Brighouse 
wer Mantua, Marlborough rd, Upper Holloway Dec1 Cooper & Bake, Portman 
8q 
ene, See, Senpen Colliery, nr Blyth, Northumbrid, Sinker Nov 28 Chariton, jun, 
Hopsox, Tuouas Brows, London Wall, Wine Merchant Dec8 Parish & Hickson, St 
Swithin’s lane 


Jupp, Exiza Axx, Halifax Dec5 Chambers & Chambers, Brighouse 
Kates, Sornta, Kew Bridge rd, Brentford Nov9 Rueton & Co, Brentford 


Kew, Saree, Ross, co Hereford, Agricultural Implement Manufacturer Nov 21 
avies, Ross 
Lezacu, Rosert, Heywood, Lancs Nov 15 Pilling, Heywood 


Lzasx, Axx, Aldebert ter, Albert sq, Clapham rd Nov 20 Miller & Co, Telegraph st 
Laon, Fraxx Pariir, Westbourne ter, Hyde park, Esq Dec 22 Montagu, Bucklersbury 
Macxixxox, Exty, Torquay Nov 27 Eastley & Co, Paignton 

McLzop, Roszert Eowann, Rockfield, Mon, Gent Novy 4 Sandersons & Weatherhead, 
McManox, Gooteanes Manianne, Queen’s Gate Dec6 Burch & Co, Spring grdns 
O’Coswett, Janes, Keighley, Yorks, Insurance-Agent Dec 30 Naylor, Keighley 

Octz, Axprew,Southport,Gent Dec6 Weightman & Co, Liverpool 

Owsx, Many Axx, Lianwrtyd Wells, co Brecon Nov 30 Owen, Builth 

Picxagp, Ayxg Ave.aine Hyrowiita, Scarborough Nov 25 Woodall & Bedwell, 
Siupxixs, Evy, Nottingham Nov 30 Sarjeant, Reading 

Staten, Rev Lzoxarv, Bakewell, co Derby, Clerk Dec 20 Robotham & Co, Derby 
Srart, Apranam Joszru, Treherbert, Glam, Pawnbroker Dec 31 W Williams, Ponty- 


Sutrox, Many, Derby Dee 20 Robotham & Co, Derby 
Seng, Deemase Posepace, West Chapel st, Mayfair, Esq Dec 30 Aston, Gresham 


ANDERSON, 
Minster 








Tosuacn, Set1xa Many, South Shields Deci Blair, South Shields and Jarrow 


Waker, Henry, Manchester, Brewer Nov 25 Jones & Wells, East Retford 
Witsox, Gawx, Hawkshead, Lancs, Gent Dec1 Pritchard & Sons, Gracechurch st 


Ware eee ee retired Ship Captain Nov 23 Brown ~ a 


ewcastle upon Tyne 
Weston, Stxivcgr, Tenterden, Kent, Farmer Nov 10 Latter, Tenterden 


‘Wnatz, Arcnrsatp, South Shields, Jeweller Dec1 Blair, South Shields 
‘Wricut, Hewny, Upper Phillimore gdns, Kensington, Esq Dec 25 Beale & Co, Gt 
George estminster 


st, Wi 
London Gazette—Turspay, Oct. 31. 
A’Barrow, Rurvs, Stalbridge, Dorset, Yeoman Dec13 A’Barrow, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ALLpay, Euaa, Duddeston, Birmingham Dec12 Rowley & Co, Birmingham 
Barron, ym Caldy Manor, co Chester, Esq Dec 1 Houseman & Co, Prince's st, 


mews, & Minoanet Dexwistoux, Sussex sq, Hyde Park Dec 16 Stevens, Queen Vic- 
Onaruin Saas Cuartes, Temple gardens, Esq Dec 24 Brown & Co, Finsbury 


Cuarp, Siew, Ston Easton, Somerset, Farmer Dec 1 Thatcher, Midsomer Norton 
Chsam, Ase, Chapel en le Frith, co Derby, Publican Nov 21 Boote & Edgar, Man- 


eee 5 Humpnrey, Church st, Stoke Newington, Surgeon Dec9 Lindsay & Oo, 


Densem, Jem, Upton Hellions, Devon, Yeoman Dec1 Sparkes & Pope, Crediton 
Drxow, Any, Holton le Moor, Lincs Jan1 Hebb, Lincoln 

Frost, Ewity Evtzaseru, North Shields Dec13 Adamson & Adamson, North Shields 
Francis, Mary Oaitviz, Evelyn gardens, South Kensington Nov 20 Romer (jun), 


Garpyer, Mary Prxe, Moseley, Wores Dec16 Stallard & Turner, Bedford row 
Ganyerr, James, Sunderland, Auctioneer’s Foreman Dec 1 Bell & Sons, Sunderland 
Grant, Jos, Rugby, Innkeeper DecS Wratislaw, Rugby 

Green, Joseru Epwi, Sidcup, Kent, Esq Dec 4 Satchell & Chapple, Queen st, Cheapside 
Greexwoop, Haywan, Heaton, Bradford, Farmer Nov 26 Morgan & Morgan, Shipley 
Guy, Many, Walthamstow, Essex Nov 21 Lethbridge & Prior, Abingdon st, Westminster 
Haragison, James, Thrupp, Stroud, Glos, Manufacturer Dec 1 Atkinson & Dresser, 


Shissetem tee tee Gitpert WALL, Winchester Decl Houseman & Co, Prince’s st, West- 


Heartow, Coaries Wit114m, Charing Cross Hospital, Prof of Chemistry Decl Honey: 4 
& Mellersh, Foster lane Seat 


Hewrey, Wi114m, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Dec1 Spofforth, Bristol 
Janyey, Soromoy, Louth, Farmer Nov 30 Bell & Co, Louth 
Jouxsox, Jony, Ripley, co Derby, retired Contractor Dec1 Hobson, Derby 


bi 


= 


Kino, Ex1zasetu, Homewood, nr Hensingham, Cumbrid Nov 30 Howson, Whitehaven : 
Lzpwarp, Jonx Arruur, West Kirkby, co Chester,Gent Dec27 Ashworth &Inman, © 


cannes 2 wy aX Batpwiy, Allendale, Northumbrid, Clerk in Holy Orders Nov 14 
C. & H. F. Lockhart, Hexham 


pentane Ropert Mansoes, Coleman st, Gas and Water Engineer Dec 15 Bannister & 4 


Mizzs, ET, ‘Norwich Dec1 Rackham, Norwich 

Miter, Water Atraep, Exeter, Hairdresser Nov 24 Friend & Beal, Exeter 
Moorsz, Emiry, Brighton Deci Palmer, Queen Victoria st 

Moors, Joseru, Birmingham, Die Sinker Dec1 Newey, Birmingham 

Newanzk, Jounn, Coventry, Gunsmith Nov 25 Hughes & Masser, Coventry 

Nowe 1, James, Rothwell, Yorks, Surgeon Nov 21 Dunn, Leeds 

Parsons, Marcaret Dovaetas, North crescent, Bedford sq Dec1 Vanderpump & Eve, 
rE Leeds Novis Bond & Co, Leeds 

Po.iixeton, Epwarp, Hastings, Builder Nov 30 Goodwin & Gaby, Hastings 
Porter, Ayw Nognis, Exeter Dec5 Stamp & Co, Honiton 

Powsati, Gzores, Onslow sq, Esq Decl Rose & Johnson, Delahay st, Westminster 
Saxvet, Isaac, Birmingham, Gent Nov 30 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 

Sanpys, James, Clifton, Bristol, Esq, MD Dec2 Pomeroy & Tanner, Bristol 


Scarrercoop, Hargiztre Exizasetu, Ebley, nr Stroud, Glos Nov 30 Winterbotham & 4 


Scorr, Tuomas, Dewsbury, retired Dyer Nov 28 Blakeley, Dewsbury 
Statzr, Wit11aM, Nottingham, retired Banksman Nov 30 Walker, Nottingham 


Tuactss, Gzonce Horace, Neville st, Vauxhall, Mechanic Nov 20 Smith, Lincoln’s | 


Tremenneere, Huan Sermove, Thurloe sq,Gent Dec1 Warriner & Kinch, Fleet st 
Turner, Samugt, Leeds, Gent Novis Bond & Co, Leeds 


Waxerie.p, Anne Many, Minworth Greaves, Sutton Coldfield, Esy Nov 28 Mitchell & : 
rd, Camberwell, Licensed Victualler Dec 11 Barfield & © 


Wicuorse, Joux, W: 
Wits, Axx, Aberdare,Glam Decli Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasetie—Purwar, Oct 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Cuarytox, THomas, 
chester Pet Oct 


oe iieiinten, tr Bestnth, Dow: Le. 
Nantwich  E Pet Oct at Ord Get 2 a it ry 
Arxixsox, Wittiam, oe Cambrid, 


Carian, Apranam, Blaina, Mon, Clothier Tredegar Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 


Oct 
Consett, Joux, Nantwich, Grocer Nantwich Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 


Dixox, oe Fambrieg, nr Kendal, Labourer Kendal ) ; 
wa Ont Hull, Grocer Kingston Horas, Snap, 3 Newark, Farmer Peterborough Pet Oct | 


upon 
Faxcy, Wittiam Henny, Wallis Down, Kinson, Dorset, 
[ranter Poole Pet Oct 23 


Hices, Hexry Jou rd, Manor Park, Cashier at 
31, Pet Oct 25 Ord 
: ie : a iveplglivath Court 
“Gourt Bot Oot > Ord Oct ; 


Inoram, oc ~T- Salop, Painter Leominehat 
Ord Oct 23 Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 


Barres and Jaxiox, ge Hanns, Henny Re Bainsbeck, Arkholme, Lancs, | J o peek Grocer Leicester Pet Oct 
ul ere ere Ord bet Z Kendal Pet Oct23 Ord Oct 23. ser ae (fe ‘ 
Bepsox, Wit EZATHCOTE, THOMAS, Poise Ireton, Farmer Samvet, Cardiff Merchant Cardiff 
: i, Siok on Derby ‘Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 : oth OnGea 





2% Ord Oct 25 





Crs Bootmaker Newbury =| meee Trey, Dewsbury, Tobacconist Dewsbury Sonus, Jou, Treeynon, Aberdare, Glam, Collier Ab 


Ord Oct 23 


Hint, Henry Steruen Witiiam, Salisbury, Fishmonger 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
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Jones, Wi.t1am Frepenick, Balsall Heath, Worcs, Provi- 
sion Dealer Birmingham Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Marine Engineer 


Kear, Wri11am, Fairfield, Liverpool, 
Liv 1 Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Kipsor, sents Paince, Gt Ouseburn, Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Livakes, P eb Avoustus, Windermere, Lodging house 
Keeper Kendal Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Latrtie, Ropert, Gateshead, Innkeeper 
Tyne Pet Oct28 Ord Oct 23 

Lucxine, Joseph Witiiam, Hatfield Broad > Essex, 
Farmer, Chi ‘ord Pet Oct21 Ord Oct 2 

MarsHatt, Witi1am, Patton —— nr Kendal, Black- 
smith Kendal Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

as Be } Wigan, Clothier Wigan Pet Oct 


Mityz, Jony Howarth, Birchin: -, Kent. pom in Holy 
Orders Southampton Pet Ord Oct 

Moraan, Gores, Great wasahaden 4 Director id Queen’s 
Birthds day Gold Mines, Lim Luton Pet Oct 2 Ord 


Moonen , SS Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet Oct24 Ord 
Oct 24 

Nix, James Cuarues, Cheltenham, Hatter Cheltenham 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 23 

Norais, Wii114M, Preston, Beerseller Preston Pet Oct 13 
Ord Oct 25 

Pappisox, Amos, Gosberton, Lincs, Farmer Peterborough 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Parrtisox, Gzorce, Bootle, Draper Liverpool Pet Oct 24 
Ord Oct 24 

Pixyevy, DanreL, igus Regis, Berks, Baker Oxford 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oc 

RICHARDSON, PR ao on man, Birmingham, Music 
Dealer 


Birmingham Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Rya.t, Joun Tuomas, Bath, Journeyman Carpenter Bath 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


Syow, Kezian, oe Clothes Dealer Leicester Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 


Soamzs, Baty nll T, reo aarp Solicitor 
High Court Pet Oct11 Ord Oct 
Tuomas, Joun Garisatpi, Solva, Pembs, Minister of the 
Gospel Pembroke Dock Pet Oot a Ord Oct 23 
Trotrer, A.exanver, Selly Oak, Worcs, Draper Birming- 
ham Oct24 Ord Oct 24 
Rowtann, Eckington, Derbyshire, Grocer 
Pet Oct 25 Oct 25 
Watton, Epuunp, and Josern Pearsox Watton, Wolver- 
ass Founders Wolverhampton Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 


Wess, Tuomas, Weston super Mare, Carpenter 
water Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Waite, Groner WItu1aAm, Cheltenham, Baker Cheltenham 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
wae 5 J, Belsize square High Court Pet Sept14 Ord 
23 


Wooptanp, Joszru Frepericx, James st, Oxford st, 
Builder High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


Newcastle on 


Vickers, 


Bridg- 


Wricut, Wiitiam, Leeds, Brush Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 25 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Nov 38 at 3 Off 


Austin, Joun, Cwmtillery, Mon, Grocer 
Ree, 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Baker, Jam ‘ow in Furness, Greengrocer Nov 10 at 

" lis st, Barrow in Furness 
Barxiam, Frank, Dudley, Ironfounder Nov 3 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Dudle: 


y 
Barnam, Amevia, and Lucy Baruam, Birkdale, Lanes, 
Schoolmistresses Novéat2 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, 


Liv 
Biackxsury, Samvet, Bradford, Wholesale Soeteeemne 
Nov 7at1l Off Rec, Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford 


Bovutron, wosan, eee tal Dealer Novy 8 at 3 
Ogden’ s chmbrs, ae ah ‘Manchenter 
l, Painter Nov 3 at3 


Burvos, WILLIAM, West 
Off Reo, 25, John st, Sunderland 

puapnen, Ernest Arruur, Sydenham, Kent, Clerk to 
Cook & Son, Tourist fgents Nov 3at 11.30 24, Rail- 
way app, London bridge 

CHEETHAM, Jou Slattocks, nr Castleton, Lancs, Publican 

Ra 3 at 11 Off Reo, Bank chnabrs, — st, _ 
KSLEY, SIDNEY LBERT, ryman ov7 
ati1l Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Cummins, Joun, Newtown, Newent, Glos, Farmer Nov 4 at 
3 Bell Hotel, Gloucester 

a Joun, Saltmead, oe Carpenter Nov7 at 11.30 


Rec, 29, Queen at, Yo g iff 
Epcerrroy, Joux, rd, Forest gate, Builder Nov 8 
: Carey st 


at 11 Bankruptcy bid; 
Gispens, Georar, Queen ictoria st, Contractor Nov 7 at 
2.30 Ban! bldgs, Carey st 
om, Surrey, Cycle Re- 
way approach, London 


Harris, Henry Hewirtson, Bainsbeck, Arkholme, Lancs, 
Farmer Nov 6 at 2.30 King’s Arms Inn, Lan- 


r 

Hanr, Henry, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark, Public 
House Broker Nov 3 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Harvey, Wituiam, St Denys, Southampton, Builder Nov 
6 at 12 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Hearnoore, Tuomas, Kirk ao Derbyshire, Farmer 
Nov 8 at 2.30 Off Rec, St James’ s chmbrs, —_ 

Henvry, Groros, Oak lane, Limehouse, Nov 
8at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, st 

Hixpis, Jauss, N08, Waste Dealer 
Nov 8at2 County court house, Blackburn 
rkins, Reap, Newark, mer Nov 24 at 12 Law 
Courts, New rd, Pi h 

Huxins, Groror Ricuanp, xhurst, Kent; Grocer 
Nov 10 at 10 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

wares Aubert Turt1, Bradford, Machine Broker Nov 


Granam, Wattace Henry, E 
= Nov 3at 11.30 24, 


Satil Off Rec, 31 r row, Bradford 
Jones, Cuartes, New [ateegughes Nov 7 at 
12 Bankru: bldgs, 
Jovzs, Ricuarp Tuomas, Tre mR Glam, Bootmaker 
Nov 6at12 Off Rec, 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


KeE.ieaman, gm gpg Cuantes Micuazt, Old Lame rd, 
Butcher Nov bidgs, a 
ee. % at 2 County Court West Bromwich 
ov 
Lone, Freprnicx JamEs, Southampton, Valet 


Nov3ati2 Off ie on, Boutbernpton hee = ss, 


McKerngow, Wii11am, 
Wood st, Bolton 


at, 
Neti, Arcarsarp, Leeds, Architect Nov 6at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
Quvopiixe, Wii1i1am, Charleston st, benny a Carman 
Nov 6 at 2.30 ““Baakraptey 
ov7at3 Off 


Senmen" hon oo. Visine gy he Be eect Nor 


nas, Gi aaa Freperick Sutra, Jerme Leos, Innkeeper Nov 3 


Nov3atil Bankru Carey st 
Sresr, paneee, a mansions, a st, 
‘ov Carey 
cara ecko 


Wixwoop, Tomas 


Nov 8 at 10.30 Off Ree, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcs 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Antrosus, Tuomas, Hatherton, nr Nantwich, Labourer 
Nantwich Pet Oct % Ord Oct 21 
ATKINSON, Witstae Bascodyke, Rirkoswald, Cumbrid, 
Farmer Carlisle Pet Oct 25 Ord 25 
Barrapes., Percy Russert, Wolverham; , Clothier 
Wi Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 2 
Bepsox, Witt1Am, Stoke om Sree, I Basket Maker Stoke 
ai on ‘Trent Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct a 
ULGER, “Mig Oowst HARL ensington, 
Author aise Ord Oct 25 
ane 


Burvenn, Hewat, N Menleny, Beste, 


Bucuax, W Fy Bernard st, Russell eq High Court 

Pet July 21 Ord Oct 25 

Cartan, Apranam, Blaina, Mon, Clothier Tredegar Pet 
Oct'23_ Ord Oct 23 


Consett, Joun, Nantwich, Grocer Nantwich Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 

cos 

Cropper, 7S oe Engineer Nottingham Pet 

Dixoy, Tuomas, Lambrigg, nr Kendal, Labourer Kendal 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Down1ne, Arnruur, 


Hull, 
upon Huil Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23” 
~~“ Groner Nixon, Wimbledon, Surrey, no occupation 


i. oe Pet July 10 Ord Oct 24 
noe, 7 Dee . in Furness, , wae Barrow in 


Crappock, Sipyzy Wi.1am, Oxon, Farmer 
Pet Oct 1 


F. ing RT oti Do me, Dorset, 

ANCY, ~~ ENRY, ary 

Tranter Poole Pet Oct 23 

o—, mag Ro. Victoria st, t, Conteactor High 
Pet July 10 Ord Oct 25 


a iy Canis, Addlestone g A Nurseryman King- 


H age forer tee On On , Arkholme, Lanes, 

ARRIS, wry HewitTson olme, 

Farmer Kendal Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Hearucore, Taomas, Kirk Ireton, Derbyshire, 
Derby Pet 


Oct 23° Ord Oct 23 | 

Hepwortn, Terey, D y, Tob ist Dewsbury 
Pet Oct 25 

Hices, Henay Joun, Stanley rd, Manor Park, Cashier ‘at 
=. : Som Victoria st High Court Pet Oct 25 Ord 

Hitt, Henry Srepsen Wii11am, _ Fishmonger 
Salisbury Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 24 

Hotiumeworrs, Ervine, Stationer 

—— er Lyne and Stal Prides” Pet Bopt ip Ord 

Hopkins, Reap, Newark, Farmer Peterborough Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 

Incram, Tuomas, Ludlow, Salop, Painter Leominster 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

eiegoes, Jaume, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Oct 24 

Jennines, Wit114m, St Albans, Plumber §8t Albans Pet 
Oct 4 Ord Oct 


20 
Jones, Joun, Trecynon, Aberdare, Glam, Collier Aberdare 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


sion Dealer 
Joxxs, Wit11am Rongrts, Chester, Draper Chester Pet 
Oct 14 Ord Oct 23 





Kevierman, Farperick Cuantes Micnast, Old Kent rd, 
Butcher High Court Pet Oct3 Ord Oct 25 

Kipson, Txomas Prixce, Gt . Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


Lacey, Witu1am Ranpatt, the Butts, Brentford, Contrac- 
tor Brentford Fet June 5 Ord Oct 20 

Leesoy, Wittram Tansiey, and A 
Tanstey Lezsox, Coleshill, Warwickshire, Turret 
Clock Manufacturers Birmingham Pet Oct 18 Ord 

Livakenr, Georce Avcustus, Windermere, P ae house 

: Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 rif 

BERT, Gateshead, Innkeeper Newcastle on Tyne 

lo ng or ‘Ord Ost 3 Mineral Water Manufac- 
af aes HARLES, ‘a a 

oa eseeshield ‘Pet Oct 9” Ord Oct 25 

ae. a, a. Kendal, Biack- 
smith Kendal Oct 25 

McKerrow, Wi.u1amM, Wigan, Clothier Wigan Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 

Mrius, Georor Frepenicx, Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet 
Oct 6 Ord Oct 256 

eee, ae Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet Oct2i Ord 

Nix, Jamus Cosme, Getintem, Hatter Cheltenham 

9 Ord 


Pet Oct 1 23 
Gosberton, Lincs, Farmer Peterborough 


Wituam 


Litre, 
Pet 





Ord Oct 24 
Royce, a fey tem ye Manufacturer Leices- 
Brags, Yes oa one, Journeyman Carpenter Bath 


: sas hes. 
Watrse, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler Kid.) 
Seateminster "Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 20 ae 
Suarr, Tuomas Penxy, Colmer, Hants, 
Winchester Pt July 2 Ord Oct 
Tanwine, Jans Cfo) Wala, Hater Walsall Pet Oct 
17 Ord Oct 


Tuomas, J GariBaLpI, Pembs, Minister of- the 
Gospel. Pembroke Dock Pet Oct 23° Ord Oct 23 
Vickers, Rowtayp, pees Cone Ga 


Wol 
wen es OO plement 
Wuirs, Georcs rae Baker Chelten- 
ham Pet Oct 23 Oct 23 


Josspn Farepzaicx, James st, aan at, 
Builder High Court Pet Oct $3 'Ord Oot 3 

ORDER MADE ON APPLICATION FOR DISCHARGE. 

» Jeweller 

EversHep Paaue, oates arg . Brighton, Sussex, rag 

years ; bankrupt to be discharged as from Sept 22, 1505 

London Gasette—Tutsvay, Oct. 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aenean eo 


Woosuam 


Ord Get 28 


Beaman, Rema "Ord Salo 
. eS oe ee So all, Pilot 
EXNEY Saye s, 
Truro a tloas 


bon te Be Sora BS ba a Ba Provision Dealer 


B — Srarborongh | Bet Ost NE, 
cee, Mee Oat Fa Guts On On ee 
Bouse, Winasan, South 
Brapsuaw, Jou, Ni 
™*Pet Oct 27 Ord 


Braixs, Avavstus 


Oct 
Danvers, Cuartes Wittiam, Acock's 
"Bootmaker Pet Oct b Gaba 
Davin dlcnann, Soanse, Manager of Fouhiry 


wags (Tunbridge W Wells, Upholsterer Tunbridge 
Pet Oot 26 Ord Oct 36 


Doowmite Jony, 
A. oukenie 
Pet Oct 23° 


PAUL: 


Gipss, rr ee 
GitEs, 2 an SS oats, Smackowner Gt Grimsby 

H , CH Bow, Fancy 
ARMAN uae Bu oe eB Draper 
Hayye, Eowry James Squiss, and he Kerra, 
Portmanteau Manufacturers 


Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


wee AnrTuur en Sea datan Victualler 


Howarp, Wiiuiam, Eccleston, ar St Helens, Farmer 
Pet 18 Ord Oct 
Howes, Caarxes, Leicester, Traveller Leicster 
Bf peg ood bray eon Geter Pembroke 
URLOW, ILLIAM, 
Pet Oct 28 


Mayas a Wonton 8 Ker ba eon Ord 





Wess, - = Instrument Maker 
Worn tae , Starcber Kidder~ 
minster Pet Oct 26 ; 
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r 


Wares, as ALEXANDER, Aeuttagien, ¢ C Consulting Engineer 
Pet Oct 28 


Ord Oct 
W, China Merchant Ryde Pet 





‘Woops, oe, + pe 
Oct 25 Ord Oct 2 


The fol paar notice is substituted for that pub- 
tah in the London Gazette of 22 Sept. 

Dawsox, Water, Copthall avcnue, Thregseerton st, Stock | 
Dealer High Court Pet Augi2 Ord Sept 18 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette of Oct 20: 

Wuarraxen, Josern, Bolton, Cycle Agent Bolton Pet Oct 

18 Ord Oct 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


one, co Canonbury pk South, Flour Factor 
30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

ph Jamuvs Cuanrtes, Birmingham, Grocer 
at1l 23. Colmore row, Birmingham 

Arxixsox, Witi1am, Bascodyke, Kirkoswald, Cumbrid, 
Farmer NovSat 12 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Barprapert, Percy Russert, Wolverhampton, Clothier 
Nov7 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Barrer and Jaxiox, Elithorne rd, Upper Holloway, Jam 
Manufacturers Nov 7 at 12 Bavkruptcy buildings, 
Ci 


‘arey st 

Bucxisouam, Antuur Epwarp, Ormiston rd, Uxbridge rd, 
Harrow rd, late Butcher Nov 7 at 11 Bankruptcy 

bidgs, st 

Giaventt Samur. Dayip, Barnsley, Confectioner Nov 8 at 
11.15 Off Rec, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

CLaytox, Tuomas, Basingste ke, Hants, Builder Nov 7 at 
3 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Core, Ricnagp Gronce, Neyland, Pembs, Builder 
at3 Castle Hotei, Haverfordwest 

Cores, Sypney Georce Raxpotru, Eastbourne, Professor 
of Music Nov 9atil Cules & Sons, Seaside 1d, East- 


Nov7 


Nov 9 


Nov § 


Conus, Witt1am, Soundwell, Glos, Boot Manufacturer Nov 
15 at 12.45 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Co.uins, Hexry Gourp, and Wittiam Witsow Cotrixs, 

Brighton, Art Jewellers Nov 7 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
Brighton 
Coompes, Witt1am, Meopham, Kent, Nov 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 
Davies, Henry Jou, Pontnewydd, Mon, Builder Nov 7 
at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


‘on 

Dows1xe, Artuor, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Nov § at 
11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Faxcy, Witttam Henny, Wallis Down, Kinson, 
Tranter Nov7ati Off Rec, Salisbury 

Grppoxs, Cuantes Pency, Upper Bognor, Sussex, Brewer 
Nov 8 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Gises, Atseet Row asp, Bristol, Grocer Nov 15 at 12 Of 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Gitxs, Wittiam, Gt Grimsby, Smackowner Nov 8 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Gazaves Bovece, Worksop, Notts, late Nurscryman Novy 10 
at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Gwysse, Tuonas, Brynmawr, Brecknock, Grocer Nov 8 at 

Rec, 65, High St, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hwa. Hesey Streenex Wittiam, Salisbury, Fishmonger 
Nov 8at3 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Howes, Cuaruea, Aylestone, Leicester, Traveller Nov 9 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Jacxsox, Jauns, Leicester, Grocer Nov 8 at 3 

, Leicester 
loux, Coventry, Coal Dealer Nov 7 at 12 
le ertford st, Coventry 

Kipsox, Tuomas Patsce, Great Ouseburn, Yorks, 
Nov § at 12.30 ff Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Kisvos, Wii114m, Stourport, Wores, Carpet Weaver Nov 
10 at 12.30 Miller Corbet, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Kusxur, Joux Gronce, Darlington, formerly Solicitor’s 

erk Nov 8 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert st, Middles- 


Farmer 


Dorset, 


Of R-c,1 


Jouxsox, Off 


Farmer 


Laven, Rosert, Western rd, Southall Green, Baker Nov7 
at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Templeavenue 

Mackesziz, Eowarp, Chingford, Essex, Wine Traveller 
Nov Sat 3 Off Rec, 9%, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Maris, Geonce Faevenics, Sheffield, Joiner Nuv 10 at 2 
Off Ree’s Offiees, Figtree lane, Shefiield 

Birchington, Kent, Clerk in Holy 

Nov 8 at3 Off Rec, 4, East st. Southampton 
Moser, Joux Jacozs Eowarv, Tottenham, Furniture 
Nov 9 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 

—— avenue 


Mitxe, Joux Howantn, 


Neuicax, Joun W, late of Wimbledon, Surrey Nov 7 at | 
12.30 24, Railway app, London Leon “A } 
Nicnotsox, Mary Jaye, Bradford, Iron Worker Nov 9 at | 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford | 
| Papptsox, Amos, Gosberton, Lines, Farmer Nov 24 at 12 
Law Courts, New rd, Peterbor —_ 
| Pewxent, Daxrer, Leteombe Regis, Berks, Baker Nov 7 
at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Puitips, Coartes Normax, Queen * Auctioneer Nov 8 
ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Ryaut, Joun Tuomas, Bath, Carpenter Nov 15 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Seat, Wirtia ALDINGTON, Hadleigh, Essex, Farmer 
Nov 7 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 
Seant, Watrer, Kidderminster, Licersed Victualler 
Nov 10 at 12 ‘Miller Corbet, Solicitor, Kidderminster 
Simmonps, Syvivester Jonny, Springbourne, Bournemouth, 
Horse Dealer Nov 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Suirn, Epwarp T, Mexborough, Yorks, Earthenware 
Manufacturer Nov 10 at 230 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
Sheftield | 
Saitn, Gronce, Kidderminster, Milliner Nov 10 at 12.45 | 
+ A Weston, Solicitor, Kidderminster 
Sxsow, Kezian, Leicester, Clothes “ emmead Nov 8 at 12.30 | 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leiceste | 
Tanixe, Jars, the youn; » Walsall, Hatter Nov 15 at 
11.30 Off Rec, W 
Tuomas, Apranam, Beguildy, Radnor, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Nov7 ati12 Norton Arms Hotel, Knighton 
Tuomas, Jony Garmaxpt, Solva, Pembs, Minister of the 
Gospel Nov Sat 2 Castle Hotel, Haverfordwest 
Vickers, Row.axp, Eckington, Derbyshire, Grocer Nov7 | 
at215 Sheffield Law iety, 45, Bank st, Sheffield | 
Wenp, Georor, Bristol, Musical Instrument Maker Nov 
15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Wurre, Georce Wiii1am, Cheltenham, Baker Nov9 at 11 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Wurrmore, Bens amis, Braintree, Essex, Saddler Nov Sat 
12 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Wre, Ricnarp, West Bromwich, Tailor Nov 10 af li 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 


The following amended notice is substituted 2 that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Oct 


Jones, Cuar.es, New Bridge st, taueiais Nov 7 at12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apranam; Georce, Aberdare, Glam, Bank Manager 
Aberdare Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Atias, James, Canonbury Patk South, Flour Factor High 
Court Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 26 | 
Barrox, Francis, St John’s Church rd, Hackney, Green- | 
High Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 { 
NatHaniet, Market Drayton, Salop, Grocer 
Nantwich and Crewe Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 
Bexwey, Ricuarp, Malpas, 8t Clement’s, Cornwall, Pilot 
Truro Pet Oct28 Ord Oct 28 | 
Best, Georce Isaac, Scarborough, Provision Dealer Scar- | 
—_ Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 | 
Bow . s, Wittiam, South Ashford, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 
Brapsnaw, Joun, Nottingham, Boot Dealer 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Braixe, Avevsrus Avsert, Cheltenham, Cork Cutter 
Cheltenham Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Brows, Joun Faxxis, Ewyas Harold, Herefordshire, Clerk 
in Holy Orders Hereford Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Baussey, Henry, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt Grimsby 
Pet Oct 25 OUrd Oct 25 
Cyeeo, Mary Asx, Altrincham, Cheshire, 
Manchester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Cuooxe, Fraxwx Asumonre, Leicester, Newsagent 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Coouses, Wittiam, Meopham, Kent, 
Pet Oc ot 25 Ord Oct 26 
Cumsuiss, Joux, Newtown, Newent, Glos, Farmer Glouces- | 
ter Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 26 
Davies, Ricnarp, Swansea, Manager of Foundry Swansea 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Farspos, Anreanam, Hinckley, Leics, Cycle Agent Leices- 
ter Pet Oct 23° Ord Oct 28 | 
Fisx, Saucer Henny, East Greenwich, Carman Greenwich | 
Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 27 | 
Gites, Wittiam, Gt Grimsby, Smackowner Gt Grimsby | 
Pet Uct 25 Ord Oct 25 | 
H: nuax, Cuancorre, Burdett rd, Bow, Fancy Draper High 
Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 | 


Nottingham 


Bootmker | 
Leicester | 


Farmer Rochester 


| Waient, Wiciiam, 


Hvuriow, Wit.iam, 
Dock Pet Oct 27 Oct 

Jounson, Joux. Coventry, Coal Merchant 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


~'f Pembs, Shopkeeper Pembroke 
oventry Pet 


pe... Arrnor, Norwich, Carpenter Norwich 


Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Low i ay eee Sheffield, Organ Builder Sheffield Pet Oct 

eae i. pated arp, Chingford, Essex, Wine Traveller 
Edmonton Pet Aug 24 Ord Uct 26 

Moore, Farpraicx Cato, Regent ~ Estate Agent High 
Court Pet Bept 16 Ord Oct 2 

Nicuoisos, Mary Janz, Bradford, te Worker Bradford 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 25 


| Norris, WitiraM, Prekan Beerseller Preston Pet Oct 13 


8c a Ss = bet Aneri 8 Vv 
corr, Epwarp ENRY, ey. arrey, Veterinary 
Surgeon Croydon Pet Sept 18 Ord Oct 27 
Scorr, Wattrer Henry, Copthali avenue, lS st, 
Traveller to firm of Stationers High Court Pet Aug 
12 Ord Oct 24 
Seat, Witt1am Atpixeton, Hadleigh, Essex, Farmer 
Chelmsford Pet Aug19 Ord Oct 26 
Simmonvs, Sytvester Juny, Springbourne, Bournemouth, 
corse Dealer Poole Pet 29 Oct 27 
Suitn, Sypxey, Osborne rd, Stroud Green, Financial Agent 
High Court Pet t9 Ord Oct 25 
Souruwe.i, Epwarp, » Newspaper Proprietor Bath 
Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 
SwinDe is, Ban any , SEE Derbyshire, Licensed 
Victualler Stockport Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Titston, Tuomas, Sunderland, Clerk in Holy Orders Sun- 
derland Pet June 24 Ord Oct 27 
Tucker, Cnarves, Greenwich, Saeckieney Dealer Greenwich 
Pet Sep 22 Ord Oct 27 
Way, Faevericx, Roath, Cardiff Boot Dealer Oardiff 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Wixp, Eowarp Jons, Belsizesq High Court Pet Sept it 
Ord Oct 26 
Wixus, Hexyry Taomas, Kidderminster, Starcher Kidder- 
minster Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
WIistTsrsortom, Wi.ttam, Ton House Furnisher 
Preston Pet Sept 23 Ord Oct 
Wiswarp, ALEXANDSR, Patan dg Consulting Engineer 
Blackburn Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 
Warienur, Arravre Wituam Henny, Bedforl row, Bedford 
Park, Chiswick, Shopwalker Brentford Pet Aug 17 
Ord Oct 25 
Waiaur. Janes Booxes, and James Acsgar Jones, Covent 
Garden Market High Court Pet Sept28 Ord Oct25 
Brush Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 28 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Oct 20 :— 


Wuirrax«r. Josern, Bolton, Cycle Agent Bolton Pet Ost 
18 Ord Oct 18 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Burkitt, Eowixs Rosert Axstnoxy, Skirbeck, nr Borton, 
Lines, Watchmaker Boston Adjud June3 Annul 
Oct 26 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxitcrrorns’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 283s. Od. Volwmes bownd 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s, 9d., halt law calf, 4 











NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, ‘LIMITED, 


3s, 
Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325. 


FREDERICK CHALMERS, Esq. 
JOHN CUNLIFFE, Exq. 
ROGER CUNLIFFE, keq. 
Manager: CHARLES HENRY HU TCHIN 
Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, ! 2 JC 
Bankevs 


, 


jAN 


"Paid up Capital, £846, 665. 


DIRECTORS. 

WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman, 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 

WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 


LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 





BE Sub=Manager : 


1 
l- 


.. ROBERT MORRISON, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOW Li ! 


‘K OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, 


CORN HILL, LONDON, 5. Cc. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 

JOH N TRANCIS *OGIL VY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 
etary; CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 
Esq. (Messrs, Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 
LIMILED. 


: 
My 


Approved Mercantile Bills L iscounted. Loans granted upon ‘Negotiable Securities. 


Mone 
Longer 


received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and f 
eriods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 


Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Forsign Securities effected. 
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